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EXECUTIVE SEDtMARY

Overview of the Pjone of the Aidy

ng a case study approach, thin study examined the dynamics and

outcomes of the Chapter 1 pogrom school and student selection pro-

cedures in order to provide timely fformatton to policy makers during

the program reauthorization process. The central focus of the study was

to explain why the characteristics of schools and students selected for

program participation vary across districts. To understand better the

dynamics and outcomes of the program's targeting processes, we linked

two types of data in 30 purposively-selected districts which reprenent a

range in district size, urbanicity, poverty, and achievement levels.

First, we collected detailed information about each district's Chapter 1

school and student selection practices. Second, this information was

coupled with each district's existing student-level data about many

important characteristics of both Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 students,

including achievement scores, poverty status, grade level, school

attended, and participation in various categorical programs.

Pescription of the _Sample

Chapter 1 schools in our sample have higher concentrations of

poor students than non-Chapter 1 schools (3% poor in Chapter 1

schools and 36% in non-Chapter 1 schools). The poverty levels of

Chapter 1 schools range from 1% to 100%.

Students in Chapter 1 schools in our sample have lower rending

achievement levels than students in non-Chapter 1 schools at the

same grade bands. (average score of 50 NCEs (50th percentile) for

students in Chapter 1 schools and 58 NCEs (65th percentile) for

students in non-Chapter 1 schools). Average achievement scores

of students in Chapter 1 schools range from the 42nd percentile

to the 78th percentile.

ix



Chapter 1 tudentu. on the nve

on lower than non-Chapter 1

score nenrl, 1 ntandttrcl dcvi

nts in Chapter 1 schools, in

sample, the Avernge achievement score of Chapter 1 stude

at the 27th percentile (or 37 NCEn).

About 71% bf the Chapter I participants in our sample are poor

compared to 53% of the students in Chapter 1 schooln.

Fifty-two percent of the students in Chapter 1 schools

in our sample who aeore below the 50th pereenti1t in reading do

not participate In Chapter 1. Using districta' definitieas of

educational deprivation, 37% of the educationally deprived in our

aample of Chapter 1 schools do not participate in Chapter 1.

About half of these students, however, participate in other

categorical programs.

The students defined as educationally deprived by their districts

who do not participate in any categorical education program tend

to score just below their distrtct's cutoff for Chapter 1 program

eligibility. They do not participate in any special programs

because they -re judged less in need than those who do partic-

ipate.

About 16% of the Chapter 1 students in our sample score above

their district's criterion for eligibility. Ten percent or the

Chapter 1 participants in our sample score above the 50th percen-

tile. The unreliability of the instruments (e.g., tests, rating

scales, grades, etc.) used to measure educational deprivation

will result in students obtaining different scores on different

administrations of the same test. At the school level, it may be

determined that students who score above the cutoff for program

eligibility have invalid scores and deserve to participate.



Summary of_Polic ions nnd Flndlnp,n

Reduce the 7nrtietpntion in Chnpter 1 by districts that hnve lew nv rage
poverty and no h gh poverty schools.

Fourteen percent of the schools in the sample having pove ty

levels at or below 12% are eligible for Chapter 1. On the other

hand, 30% of the schools in our sample with poverty levels above

20% are not eligible because their poverty levels are below their

district's average. When the 25% rule is used, 7% of the schools

with poverty over 20% are sti 1 ineligible.

Low-poverty Chapter 1 schools are often a direct result of the

participation in the program of low-poverty dis rtcts. Low-

poverty schools are eligible for Chapter 1 funds when they have

poverty levels above their district's (low) average. Although

Chapter 1 allocations to low-pove,ty districts arc relatively

small, they add up to abou $400 million annually.

Within d stricts with poverty levels above 25 ow more high poverty
schools to be el gible and encourage districts to serve them.

High-poverty non-Chapter 1 schools result from schools being

below their district's (high) poverty average and having slightly

fewer than 25% low-income students. In some cases, they result

from schools being in high-poverty districts which for reasons of

stability or educational philosophy serve only their very need-

iest schools.

Restrict the use of the uniformly high concentration of poverty option
to high-pove ty districts and provide more technical assistance In its
use.

The uniformly high concentration of poverty option can be used by

a district with all low-poverty schools, since the poverty range

xi



In such a district would he ouch circum-

stances, nee of the option w 11 contrthute to the presence of

low-poverty achools in Chapt r 1.

Misunderatandings about the appropriate way to apply this option

caused aome districts in our sample to use It in a variety of

ways, not all of which are in accordance with the legislation.

ktquire that districta enforce uniform standarde and means
selecting Chapter 1 students across all schools in the district.

Compared to others in the sample, districts th-- have relat vely

higher proportions of unserved low-achieving students and higher

proportions of higher-achieving Chapter 1 participants tend to

lack uniform studtnt selection standards. Methods for selecting

students in these districts vary from school to school.

Encourage districts through technical assistance to have comprehenaive
policies addressing thc issue of assigning to appropriate programs
students who are eligibl for more than one program.

Of those students defined as educationally deprived by their

districts, 18% receive special services from other programs such

as apecial education, a bilingual/ESL program, a migrant program,

or a otate compensatory education program. Participation in

other categorical programs decreases an educationally deprived

student's chances of participating in Chapter 1, even though

he/she may be among those in greatest need. For example, many of

the most educationally deprived students in our sample partic-

ipated in special education and not in Chapter 1.

Clarify how the formerly eligible student selection option is to be
used.

Most districts in our sample do not apply the formerly eligible

student selection option in a way consistent with the legislative

xii



framework. Students who are no longer educationally deprived but

whe were in Chapter 1 the previous year are being retained in the

program under thin option. About 35t of the higher-schieving

Chapter 1 students were progrem participants the previous year.

Encourage greater use of the achoolwide project opt on, If there in an
interest in having districts with high poverty schools incresse their
flexibility in selecting students for Chapter 1.

Currently both in our sample and net onally, few districts that

hove schools with poverty levels qualifying them for the school

wide project option are using It. Within large districts, while

increesed use of the option might increase the number of higher

achievers participating, the average achievement level of Chapter

1 students would remain low. In addition, the proportion of poor

students In a large district's Chapter 1 program Is likely to

increase by us ng the schoolwide project option.

Encourage districts that have small concen rations of educationally
deprived students in their Chapter 1 schools to re-examine their school
And student selection practices.

Districts that have more openings for students in the rhapter 1

program than they have educationally deprived students in the

Chapter 1 schools may fill remaining openings wit,1 higher-

achieving students. These types of districts typically contain

students having an average reading achievement score well above

the national average. For some districts in these circumstances,

it would be possible to serve more of the schools that are eli-

gible for Chapter 1 funds and serve fewer students per school.

This would decrease the presence of higher achievers in their

Chapter I program.



Continue to permi districts to choose the grade bands (or school
levels) to target.

e Roth within our sample and nationally, districts' application of

the grade band option has meant that Chapter 1 schooly are more

likely to be elementary schools. In our sample, 74% of the

elementary schools, 49% of the middle schools, and 22% or thy

high schools receive Chapter 1 funds. The poverty rateR in the

high schools in our sample are lower than those of the junior

high/middle schools. Thy elementar% schools have thrl 111441temt

average poverty of the three. llence, the current practice of

targeting fewer schools nt the upper grade levels corresponds

with the lowrr proportion of poverty in the high schools.

xiv 1 7



I. INTRODUCTION

Overview of the Chapter 1 Program

Since the passage of ESEA, Tit1e I over 20 yearn ago, federal in-

Vestments in Title I and Its successor, Chapter 1 of ECIA, have totaled

over $45 billion. The purpose of Tt1e I and Chapter 1 programs has

been to provide funds to state and local educational agencies "to meet

the special needs of educationally deprived children" (Section 552,

Edu- tion Consolidation and Improvement Act, 1981). Both programs were

designed on the premlse that children living in poor households or in

poor neighborhoods are more likely than other children to have problems

in school. Conaequently, the legislation allocates funds to states and

couoties primarily on the be of the number of school-age children

from low-income families 4h0 reside In each school district. Funded

dist icta must then select schools to participate, usually based on the

relative concentrations of low-income atudents living in their atten-

dance areas. Participating schools in turn select students on the basis

of their educational need, not on the basis of their family's income.

Concerns About Chaiter 1 School udent Selection

The number and nature of schools that have Chapter 1 projects

results from the interaction of several factors, includIng: (a) a

funding formula and funding levels that permit more than 90% of all the

nation's public school districts to participate in the Chapter I

program, and (b) district officials' use of Chapter 1 school selection

provisions, which contain enough exceptions and options to permit

operation of the program in approximately 70% of the nation's public

elementary schools and about 35% of all public secondary schools

(National Assessment of Educational Progress, unpublished tables).

Since in about 25% of the nation's schools less than 7% of the students

are from low-income families (Kennedy, Jung, & Orland, 1986), it appears



that some rchooln with relatively small proportlonn of low-income

students receive Chapter 1 funds.

ow-achieving ctudents within taThe se ction -d schools to

participate in Chapter 1 has also been the object of considerable

scrutiny. The Study of the Sustaining Effects of Compensatory Education

in Basic Skills (SES) (Breglio, Hinckley, & Bee', 1978) reported that

40% of low-achieving students from low-income families were selected for

Title I, and that an additional 14% received some other form of corn-

pensarory education. Twenty-six percent of non-poor low-achieving stu-

dents were aelected for Title I and 16% for other compensatory educa-

tion. The report concluded that the group of students with the greatest

proportion selected for Title I was the economically and educationally

deprived. Cooley (1981) used the name data base, organizing students in

different selection categories, and concluded that more Title I students

were neither low-achieving nor poor than were low-achieving and poor,

and that the majority of poor, low-achieving children were not in the

pro

A more recent report from the Office of Educational Research and

Improvement (OERI) (Kennedy, et al., 1986) used a wide selection of data

to summarize information about the intended recipients of Chapter 1/

Title I services. One of the analyses, which again used SES data, found

that while 60% of students scoring below the 25th percentile on a

reading test in 1976 were not receiving Title I services, over 0% of

students who scored above the 50th percentile were receiving Title I

services. The District Practices Study (Advanced Technology, Inc.,

1983) also suggested that students with widely varying achievement

levels rece ved Title I services. Thus, while data indicate that low-

achieving students are receiving Chapter 1 services, these data also

show that some very low-achieving students are not served by Chapter 1

while students who appear to have less need are being served.

1 9



Lim ion of Previous Res -c_ _ - -

Previoun studies of the Ti /Chapter 1 tnrgrtfng nnd selection

process, while addressing many su stionn about the population served by

the program, have been unable to explain how or why the population of

participants ends up as It does. Specifically, they could not account

for the presence in the Chapter 1 program of low-poverty schools or

higher-achieving students, nor for the absence of some higher-poverty

schools and lower-achieving students. They also had only limited

information to indicate whether unserved, low- chieving students were

already receiving service from another categorical program. Although

they were able to describe the variation across districts and schools in

which students are selected for Chapter 1 participation, they could not

link specific targeting options or selection methods to these variations

and to the characteristics of the students ultimately served. Further-

more, these studies did not collect data that would permit the simula-

tion of alternative school or student selection methods and estimate the

effect of the various methods on the population served by Chapter 1.

The Current Study

Approach. We have designed this study to address these and other

issues concerning the operation and net effect of the program's school

and student selection provisions. The study uses the case study method

to examine the process of determining which students will participate in

Chapter 1. We selected a sample of 30 Chapter 1 districts to represent

a range of size and urbanicity, including urban, suburban, and rural

districts that had collected districtwide achievement and program

participat on data on their students. Tables 1 and 2 present the

characteristi-- of these districts. (See Appendix B for a more detailed

discussion of te selection.)



Table 1

Number of Districts in Sample by
Enrollment Size and U bnnIcity

Enrollment SIze
Urbnnicit

TotalSuburban Rural

Over 54,000 4 4

10,000 - 54,000 2 10

2 500 to 10,000 2 2 7

1,000 to 2,499 2 5

Less n 1,000 2 2 4

Total: 14 30

Table 2

Number of Districts in Sample by
Achievement Level and Poverty Range

Achievement Level
Pover Ran e

0- -20 507 50% Total

46-47 2 4 6

48-52 1 2 3 11

53-56 1 5 6

57-66 2

Total: 5 13 7 30

Note. Achievement levels are in terms of reading achievement on sten-
dardized tests measured in normal curve equivalents (NCEs) and poverty
levels generally represent the percentage of students participating in
the National School Lunch Program. (NCEs are normalized standard scores
with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 21.06. Because the scale
is normalized, it is assumed to be equal-interval.)

4
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An th tablen show, the sampled districts represent a wide range of

enrollmen poverty, and reading achievement, although high poverty

districts were deliberately oversampled. Because of the requirementa of

thin study in terms of the format, content, and availability of student

data,1 the sample comprises a select group of local education agencies

that have complete and accessible data on their student population for

at least several grade levels. Thus, while npecific results, such as

percentage of students served, are not generalizable to the country as a

whole in the name way they are when A stratified random sample is used,

this study has the advantage of having enough data to completely

describe the targeting process and its outcomes in a number of widely

varying districts.

While specific study findings are not generalizable, simulations

performed in the study reveal the interaction of various distributions

of poverty and achievement with the mechanics of school and student

selection for Chapter 1. By examining within our sample what could

happen given extreme circumstances in a district, we can discuas with

some confidence the "best" and "worst" cases of the use of a particular

targeting option. Thus, while we cannot predict the incidence of a

particular outcome across the country, we can say that, given certain

district conditions, the use of a specific targeting procedure will

result in that outcome.

Data collected. Study staff visited each site in the sample and

collected both quantitative and qualitative data on school and student

selection procedures, the rationales for these procedures, and relevant

district, school, and student characteristics. Data were collected from

each district to permit a complete description of the district's school/

student selection practices, including the poverty end achievement

1See Appendix C for a description of the procedures involved In the
preparation of the district data sets.
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levels of participating and nonparticipating schoola and atudents.

visitors obtained any quantitative data used to aelect students

Chapter 1, including information such as tent draft, teacher ratings,

basic reading levels, and others.

Issues examined. An well an producing more recent data, this study

offers a more detailed description of .Chapter 1 school/student selection

practicea than previous studies because these practices are examined

within as well as across individual districts. This permits us to

address such questiona as:

Why are some schools with very low poverty concentrations
receiving program services while other schools with very high
poverty concentrations are not?

Why do some students with relatively high achievement levels
obtain Chapter 1 serv ens when many very low-achieving students
do not?

How do dist _eta use the various school and student eelection
options contained in the program's legal framework?

How are Chapter l's school and student selection decisions
affected by the presence or absence of other programs with goals
or target populations that overlap with Chapter 1?

Have program targeting practices and outcomes changed in recent
years?

Thus, in many cases, the study is able to explain what decisions or

practices led to a particular service pattern in one or a group of

districts. The study examines targeting in each district from the

standpoint of whether district targeting objectives are being achieved

as well as from the more general standpoint of the interaction within

the district between poverty, achievement, and Chapter 1 participation.

Further, by using student-level data obtained from each district, the

study simulates changes in district targeting practices to determine

what the outcome of such changes would be in terms of the population of

students receiving service in that district.
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onsh: urrent studies of_Chapter 1. Thin study is

one of a group of studies funded by OER1 (formerly the National Ins 1-

tute of Education) in compliance with a 1983 Congressional mandate to

provide descriptions and assessments of various critical aspects of

Chapter 1. Other studies in this group will describe Chapter 1 In te

of services delivered, service recipients, background and training of

teachers and staff, allocation of funds, coordination with other pro-

grams, and effect of programs on students' skills, school attendance,

and future education. Together w th this study on Chapter 1 targeting,

these studies will be used by OERI to provide Congress with information

for the reauthorization of Chapter 1, scheduled for 1987. The results

of this study, in conjunction with targeting findings from the nation-

ally representative surveys of the National Chapter 1 assessment, will

be of particWar interest to policy makers who are concerned about h

beet to direct ChApter 1 services to their intended beneficiaries.

Eonter_Itof Re ort

The second chapter of this report begins with a discussion of the

context in which Chapter 1 targeting decisions are made, including state

and local characteristics as well as legislation and funding levels.

The third chapter describes school targeting, or the process of select-

ing for Chapter 1 participation those schools whose students are most

likely to be from low-income families. This section includes a discus-

sion of the effects of including low poverty districts in Chapter 1, the

effects of various targeting options, and the effects of district deci-

sions to concentrate services at particular grade levels or to spread

services across sll grades.

The fourth chapter concerns student selection, or the process of

locating low-achieving students within Chapter 1 schools. This discus-

sion presents data from our sample on the educationally deprived

students in Chapter 1 elementary schools who do not participate in

Chapter 1 reading, and describes the reasons these students are not

7
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participating. Also examined are the reasons for the presence in the

program of participants who are not educationally deprived. This

chapter also includes a description of the four student selection

rategies used by districts in the simple, and presents simulations

used to compare the results of the selection strategies.

The fifth chapter summarizes the findings of the school and student

selection chapters, and offers suggestions for possible policy changes.

The sixth chapter discusses Chapter 1 servlcia to non-public school

children, and recent changes in school or student selection prsctices in

the sample districts.
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II. THE CONTEXT oi CHAPTER 1 SCHOOL AND STUM:NT SELECTION

To understand how district officialn go about selecting schools and

students to participate in the Chapter I program, we first summarize the

prog am's basic targeting mien and options as well an examine program

targeting practices from a national perspective. To illustrate how
echool and student selection practices can evolve over time and how

federal rules can interact with changing state and local circumstances,

we then describe the evolution of the Chapter 1 school and student

selection procedures for one di tri t from the inception of

through the early years of Chapter 1. In the third section, we combine

these two perspectives. We draw on what is known about the factors

affecting local implementation of Chapter 1 And present A framework for

examining the district's school and student selection procedures.

Part 1. National Perspect_ive: The Chapter 1._ _

School and Student Selection Provisions

Basic Rules for Determining School ElIgibIlity

Chapter 1 legislation states that programs are to be "[c]onducted

in attendance areas having the highest concentrations of low-income

children" (§556(b)(1)(A)-(C) of Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation

and Improvement Act; 47 Federal Register, July 29, 1982, p. 32863,

§200.49). (Unless otherwise noted, all citations refer to sections of

the Chapter 1 statute or regulations.) Each district can determine, for

example, (a) the type of data to be used to assess economic need, (b)

the measure to be used to order its attendance areas, and (c) the grade

spans that will be involved. The flexibility afforded by t e federal

legal framework i- increased by the presence of vdrious targeting

exceptions. While the inclusion of these exceptions gives greater

latitude to LEAS, it also increases complexity, as will be evident in

the description of the legal provisions presented below.



In identifying eligible school nt1,-ndance areas (SAAn), hin

ically districts hnve been required to one the bent available type of

data--which may be a composite of several indicatorsfor determining

the concentration of low-income families 0122(a)(1) of Title I;

S201.51, 46 Federal Register 5167-5168 (January 19, 1981). According to

data from the District Practices Study (Advanced Technology, 1983), in

1981-82, 77% of the LEAs used counts of atudenta participating In the

ational School Lunch Program; 36% used enrollment in Aid to Familien

With Dependent Children (AFDC); and 19% uned censun data on family

Income. Fewer than 10Z of the districts indicated using other types of

information nuch an Free Breakfast counts or employment statiatics.

Some districts use more than one type of data, and this accounts for the

total exceeding 100%.

The "concent ion" of low-income children may be measured in terms

of the number of children from low-income families in the SAA or the

Elrcentaga_ of such children, according to the Nonregulatory Guidance

provided by the U.S. Department of Education (June 1983, pp. 7-8). The

SAAs are then ordered according to poverty concentration using (a) per-

centage, (b) number, or (c) a combination of therm two 0200.50(a)(2),

51 Federal Register 18409 (May 19, 1986)). All the SAAs in a district

may be ranked together, or grade-band groups of SAAs may be ranked

separately. For example, using the latter method, a district that

contained elementary and middle schools would rank all the elementary

schools In one group and all the middle schools in a separate group.

th the pereentage method, the cutoff score for eligibill_y may be

determined by one of two methods. In the first method an SAA is eli-

gible if the percentage of children from low-Income families in that

area is equal to or greater than the percentage of children from low-

income families in the district as a whole (Nonregulatory Guidance,

U.S. Department of Education, June 1983, p. 7).
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Under the second method, nny SM mny be considered ei g hle in

which 25% or more of the children are from low-Income famllien, even if

the districtwide average is subetantially higher 0556(d)(1)). The 25%

rule is intended to be used in thone LEAn in which there are high con-

centrations of children from low-income families residing In many areas

of the district. (Under §122(a)(1) of Title I, any SAA having a 25% or

greater concentration of children from low-income families could be

considered eligible if the total level of Title I and state compensatory

education expenditures in the Title I areas served the year before

remained at the name 1 eve-1 ia thone arean wan inerranrd.) Under

Title 1, 46% of the districts were eligible to use the 25% rule, and 37%

of this group actually used it in nchool year 1980-81 (Advanced Tech-

nology, 1983).

When SAAg are ordered according to the number met od, an area is

eligible if the number in that area is at least equal to the average

number of children from low-income families in each SAA in the district

aa a whole (Nonregulatory Guidance, U.S. Department -f Education, June

1983, p. 7).

When a district tines a combination method, SAAs may be ordered on

the basis of either their percentages or numbers of children from low-

income families. The cutoff score for eligibility must be selected so

that the total number of SAAs that the LEA identifies as eligible does

not exceed the maximum number that would have been identified as eligi-

ble under the number or percentage method alone (Nonregulatory Guidance,

U.S. Department of Education, June 1983, p. 8).

Circumstances in Which All Schools are El

There are rwo si uations in which all schools in the district may

be considered eligible for a Chapter 1 program. Chapter 1 programs may

be operated districtwide in very small diatricts and in districts having

uniformly high concentrations of poverty.



Very_ small dintrcts. Local educational

enrollment of fewer than 1,000 children may opern

In all attendance arena in the district (S556(1)

very small total enrollmenta do not have to restric

subset of schools.

encien with a to_

Chapter 1 program

Districts with

eligibility to

Uniformly high concentrations of poverty. This excep ion to the

basic school selection rule applies to districts in which there is

similar incidence of children from low-income families among all schools

in the dintrict. Under thin provision, nil arrendanre Arens IA the LEA

or in a particular grade span grouping are eligible to receive Chapter 1

funds (S556(b)(1)(B)).

The Nonregulatory Guidance (U.S. Department of Educhtion, June

1983, p. 7) indicates that there is a uniformly high concentration of

children from low-income families If the difference between the

centage of children from low-Income familiee in the attendance area

the highest percentage and that with the lowest percentage is not

than the greater of 10% or one-third of the percentage of children

per-

with

more

from

low-income families for the dietrict as a whole. (This represents a

change from the "nl-wide-variance" option that existed under Title I

(S122(a)(1)). Under the Title I regulations, the option could be used

f the difference in percentageo was not more than the greater of 5% or

one-third the percentage of children from lov-income families in the

district (S201.51(d)(4), 46 Federal Register 5168 (January 19, 1981).)

The Nonregulatory Guidance further notes that districts that use

this option must provide project services in all SAAs. In other words,

a district that chooses to use this option cannot then decide to serve

only a subset of the schools. In addition, Chapter 1 services must be

made available to qualifying students in the LEA who are enrolled in

private schools (U.S. Department of Education, June 1983, p. 8).



To determine whether it qualifies for thin exception. a district

computes the percentage of children low-income a for each

SAA, and calculates the difference between the lowest and highest SAA.

Then it computes the percentage of children from low-income families

districtwide. If the districtwide figure in greater than 30% (we will

refer to these as high poverty districts), the one-third multiplier

should be applied; if it is less than 30% (low poverty districts), then

the 10% rule la applicable. If it in equal to 30%, both rulea produce

the same percentage. The i terpretation allow SAAs within "high pov-

erty" districts to have a greater range of poverty (1tan torictritrn

and still qualify under this exception. In comparison, in "low poverty"

districts the range cannot exceed 10%.

Other Exceptions to the Basic School Selection Rules

Four other exceptions to the basic selection rules are contained in

Section 3 of the Technical Amendments to Chapter 1. The exceptions are

intended to accommodate situations that may arise in certain districts.

These exceptions either define the circumstances in which a echool that

would otherwise be in the eligible pool can be skipped or a school that

would oterwise not be in the eligible pool may be included.

Formerly eltAible_schools (§556(d)(4)). For those attendance areas

or schools considered eligible in either of two preceding years, an LEA

may continue to designate them as eligible for one more year. If an

area or school was eligible in both of the preceding years, the Chapter

1 regulations indicate that it can retain an additional year's eligi-

bility for each of the two previous years in which it was eligible

(5200.50(b)(4)(ii), 51 Federal Register 18410 (May 19, 1986)). The

option is intended to provide continuity of services in schools that

would be otherwise ineligible because of minor or temporary fluctuations

in the attendance area's population.
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Services of 011,222TTLITIIIIIL_SaLJEMES ( 556(d)(5)). SAAn or

schools that are otherwise eligible under the basic selection ruen may

be skipped if they are receiving similar services from nonfederal funds.

Comparable services in these circumstances are ones that are of the same

nature and scope as those provided by Chapter 1 (5200.50(b)(5), 51 Fed-

eral Register 18410 (May 19. 1986)). The intent of thib option is to

avoid duplication of services within a school. This option can only be

uned with the approval of the state education ageacy.

Higher incidence of e_ducorionnl deprivntion 0556 lInd

this exception, a local educational agency may (with tsite approval)

skip a higher ranked SAA if a lower ranked SAA has a substantially

higher incidence of sducational deprivation. This option represents the

only instance in which educational deprivation may be considered in the

school-aelection process. If this option is ueed, the total number of

SAAs eligible for Chapter 1 may not exceed the number identified under

the basic selection rules. The state education agency can approve the

use of thie option only if it "finds that the aelecuLoP will not subi

stantially impair the delivery of compensatory educof services to

educationally deprived children" in Chapter 1 areas served by the

district (5200.50(b)(3), 51 Federal Register 18409 (May 19, 1986)).

The enrollment option 6556(d)(3)). Under this option, a district

may provide Chapter 1 aervices to public achools in otherwise ineligible

school attendance areas if the proportion of children in actual daily

attendance who are from lowincome families is substantially the same

as the proportion of such children in an eligible attendance area

0200.50(b)(2), 51 Federal Register 18409 (May 19, 1986)).

This exception was created to be used by schools in SAAs where eco-

nomically advantaged students have chosen to attend nonpublic schools.

Thus, although an SAA may be a high-income attendance area, a substan-

tial proportion of the students who remain enrolled in the public school

may be from low-income families. In such cases this option may be used

to qualify the SAA for Chapter 1 funding.

14



Overview

The basic plan for school targeting is that any school with poverty

greeter than the district average can be nerved. In recognition of the

many and varied circumstances districts, the legislation allows con-

siderable latitude in the method of targeting schooln. This is provided

for in the form of the following op ions:

25% option
very small districts
uniformly high concentration of poverty
formerly eligible schools
services of the same nature and scope
higher incidence of educational deprivation
enrollment option

One or combinations of these options may be invoked by a district,

depending upon such factor° ea district characteristics, the level of

Chapter 1 funding, and district decisions to aerve all eligible schools

or to serve only some eligible schools. The flexibility allowed dis-

tricts in school selection is achieved by increasing the complexity of

the legal framework.

In practice, more Chapter 1 districts that must make school selec-

tion decisions use one or more of the options than use only the basic

rules for school selection.

Date- from a national mail survey of Title I LEAs conducted in
1981 "Aicate that, of Chapter 1 districts that must make school
selection decisions, 28% used the "no wide variance" option
(Advanced Technology, 1983). Preliminary data from OERI from a
1985-86 survey indicate that approximately 40% used the broader
Chapter 1 "uniformly high concentration" option.

In 1981, 14% of Title I LEAs reported using the 25% rule, and in
1985 preliminary OERI data indicate that an even higher percent-
age of Chapter 1 dist icts use the option.

In 1981, slightly over 45% of Title I LEAs used the enrollment
option." Preliminary data from OERI indicate that fewer than 30%
of Chapter 1 LEAs currently use the option.



One of the important differences among districts Ova the xi-

bility in school targeting was intended to accommodate is differences in

rates of poverty. A ranking of districts nationwide by percent of poor

students served in 1980 shows that in the districts in the lowest quar-

tile, fewer than 7% of their students come from poor families. In

contr.At, the highest quartile contains dis ricts with poverty con-

centrations ranging from 21% to 100% (Kennedy, et al., 1986). Districts

in all four poverty quartiles participate in Chapter 1. Thus the

program's funding formula and funding levels in conjunction with Chapter

1 school selection provisions permit the entry of low poverty schools

into the program while some of the high poverty schools in the nation do

not receive program services. These issues are investigated in some

depth in Chapter 3 of this report.

1.3_12Aic j.lsfL_fpl_DmiLli_ag_S_t_gEdentEli ibilit

Chapter 1 legislation states that the program is intended "to meet

the special needs of educationally deprived children" who reside in

eligible areas (5555(c)). Educational deprivation becomea the primary

criterion for determining which students are eligible to participate and

who from that group should receive services. As is the case in the

school selection process, di tricts are allowed great latitude in their

identification procedures.

The early Chapter 1 regulations define "educationally deprived

children" as "children whose educational attainment Is below the level

that is appropriate for children of their age" 0200.3(b), 47 Federal

Register 52344 (November 19, 1982)). An LEA may use information and

criteria of its choice to identify educationally deprived children,

according to the Nonregulatory Guidance (U.S. Department of Education,

June 1983, pp. 10-11). The types of data (or a composite of them) may

include standardized test score data, results of informal diagnoses,

records of academic performance, and observationa by professional staff.

However, regardless of what information and criteria it uses, an LEA
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must conduct an annual needs assessment, one of the purposes of whic

to identify educationally deprived students in eligible attendence areas

S556(b)(2); 5200.50, 47 Federal Register 52348 (No ,mber 19, 1982)).

The legislation provides that educationally dep ived children 4n

el4gihle attepdance_areas be identified. This highli hes an important

difference in eligibility for Chapter 1 and eligibility for most other

programs. Although a student must be educationally deprived to be eli-

gible, educational deprivation alone does not guarantee elig bility.

Due to the two-stage selectior process, one must be deprived in terms of

one's surroundings as well as one's achievement. The legislation wan

originally drafted based on the assumption that the reason some students

in poor areas are low-achieving is due to the effects of the areas them-

selves. Title I and its successor Chapter 1 are intended to compensate

for these detrimental effects. Consequently, eligibility is established

by residing in a poor attendance area of the district and by being among

the students in "greatest (educe tonal) need" in one's school.

"Greatest need" is not defined in the Chapter 1 legislat on;

however, Chapter 1 provides for an annual needs assessment "which...

requires, among the educationally deprived children selected, the inclu-

sion of those children who have the greatest need for special assis-

tance...." (§556(b)(2); §200.51(a)(2), 51 Federal Register 18410 (May

19, 1986)).

While the legislation requires that students "in greatest need" in

eligible schools be included among the educationally deprived students

selected, the choice of a cutoff criterion for Chapter 1 services is

determined at the district level, and no direct guidance is provided in

the law or the regulations as to what specific criteria should be used.

In practice, one district may deem eligible all studcnts scoring below

the 25th percentile on a given test. Another eistrict may define as

eligible those scoring below the 50th percentile, and then may elect to

serve only a portion of this group. Often professional judgments about
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who /Mould participate in Chnpter I are also involved in the tudent

selection process.

Students in non-puhic schools 0556(b)(2)). Whatever operational

(Minition of educational deprivation ia used by a district to determine

eligibility, it is to be applied to all students who reside in eligible

school attendance areas. Educationally disadvantaged students attending

nonpublic schools who live in a school attendance area served by Chapter

1 are eligible to participate in the program. Such children are eli-

gible regardless of whether the private schools they attend are inside

or outside the LEA.

Clrcumatances in Which All Students in a Project School are Eligible

Under certain circumstances all children in a school may par -

ipate in the Chapter I program. These circumstances, described in the

schoolwide project provision, represent the only situation in which

economic need can be used as the basis for student selection.

Schoolwide _project. The 1983 Technical Amendments include a

provision that allows an LEA to design a pro ect "to upgrade the ent

educational program" in a school if not less than 75% of the children

are f om low-income families 0556(d)(9)). In Ruch instances, all

students in the school may be identified as eligible and may receive

Chapter 1 program services. However, the district muat comply with

certain planning requirements and must contribute funding for the

schoolwide project iu proportion to the percentage of non-educationally

deprived children in the school. The SEA must approve the plan for a

schoolwide project.

Other ExceLptions to the Ras Student Selection Rules

Section 3 of the 1983 Technical Amendmen s allows exceptions to the

basic student selection rules that, in twc of the three cases, are



analogous to the exceptions to the school selection rules. Jun

the case with the school targeting exceptions, the student selection

exceptions Are attempts to tailor the basic selection rules to diverse

local circumstances.

Formerly eligible students 0556(d)(6)). Children no longer in

greatest need, but who were in greatest need in any previous year may

continue to be served as long as they continue to be educationally

deprived. The intent of tbis provision is to allow students to remain

in the program even though they may not be currently most In need of

special assistance in order that they have an opportunity to consolfd

or sustain whatever educational gains they may have achieved the

preceding year. The current Chapter 1 regulations limit the use of this

option to districts that erve only children in greatest need for

special assistance" 0200.51(b)(1)), 51 Federal Register 18410 (May 19,

1986).

Comparable_services 0556 (d)(8)). An LEA is not required to serve

educationally deprived students in greatest need if such students are

receiving services from other nonfederal sources that are similar in

nature and acope. (This usually means services from state and local

compensatory education programs.) Sueh students may be skipped in favor

of less needy students who are not receiving comparable services

0200.51(b)(3), 51 Federal Register 18410 (May 19, 1986)).

Trans'erred_part_icIpants 0556(d)(7)). The Technical Amendments

permit an LEA to Continue to serve an educationally deprived student

who began participation in a program in one school and was transferred

during the school year to a nonparticipating school. This exception

might be used, for example, in circumstances in which districts have

re-assigned students to schools in the midst of the school year to

achieve racial balance. To achieve continuity of educational services

and to ensure that a student's special educational needs are still

addressed despite reass gnment to a non-Chapter 1 school, such a student
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in stIll entitled to partIcipate In the Chapter 1 program 0200.51(0

(2), 51 Federal Register 18410 (May 19, 1986)).

Overview

The Chapter 1 statute and regulations require that students who are

"educationally deprived in greateat need" in eligible attendance areas

be included among those students selected. The criteria for educational

depr ._ition are left to each district's discretion, and greatest need Is

determined by an annual needs assessment. Exceptions to serving stu-

dents currently in greatest need in eligible attendance areas may be

made under the following options:

schoolwide pro
formerly eligible student;
comparable services; and
transferred participants.

The l_terature on Title I student selection reveals a variety of

district targeting practices (Advanced Technology, 1983). It also

provides a picture of the level of educational deprivation that exists

among the atudenta who are selected to participate through the applica-

tion of various combinations of school and student targeting rules.

In 1983-84, Chapter 1 participants' average reading achievement

generally fell below the 30th percentile, showing that these students

are substantially more disadvantaged than non-participants. However, an

earlier national study of Title I participants in the elementary grades

(Breglio, et al., 1978) showed that 60% of students scoring below the

25th percentile on a reading test in 1976 were -ot receiving Title I

services. At the same time over 10% of the students who scored above

the 50th percentile were participating. The degree to which the flexi-

bility and complexity of the legal framework governing student selection

for Chapter 1 contributes to these findings Is examined in the fourth

chapter of this report.
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Pert 2.
LSCAL2.11.91-311CLIILE27/112.±.1111PISIL.1

School and Student Selection in Mill City

Having described the legal framework for selecting Chapter 1

schools and students, we now turn to an examination of the evolution of

targeting practices in a particular district. Then, in Part 3 of this

chapter, we use that case to illustrate a more general model of the

district dynamics for selecting progrnm schools and participants. The

district in our example, which we call Mill City, is real. It is an

urban district in a midwestern state serving a city of approximately

370,000 inhabitants. The case does not typify LEA practices in achool

targeting and student selection, but was selected because of the

insights it provides into the way such practices evolve and the variety

of factors which mold them.

Mill City's first Title I application was completed in the spring

of 1966 by the new Director of External Funding. Since he and the pro-

gram vete new, the director relied heavily on guidance from the SEA in

designing the program. The district had to conduct a needs assessment

to identify educationally deprived students and to determine their

educational needs. The local director accomplished this by reviewing

district standardized test scores, asking classroom teachers to list

students in their classes who needed additional help, and asking

teachers and principals what sort of special assistance would be most

valuable to provide to students. He intended to begin modestly, serving

only a few schools, with the thought of expanding if funding allowed.

This strategy was also influenced by resistance from several principals

to the 1- -,osed program, who were suspicious that it would disrupt

school ,es, use valuable space, and dissipate their control.

..tate program coordinitor suggested that the funds would make

the gritest impact at the elementary level. The director shared that

philosophy, and noted that certain elementary principals were most re-

ceptive. District achievement test scores were lower in reading than in
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ma h, and the needs assessment nurvey of elementary teachers supported

a reading focus. The rew program in this district was accordingly

designed to serve educati :ully deprived elementary school students in

reading.

Federal legislation required that the program be targeted at school

attendance areas having high concentrations of children from low income

families. The instructions provided by the state suggested using counts

of students receiving free lunch through the Nntionll School Lunch

Program to measure the incidence of poverty In schools, and the state

Title I coordinator further recommended that the percent of students

receiving free lunch, rather than the actual number, be used to compare

schools. The district's 70 elementary schools were ranked, and five

with the highest percent of students from low income families were

selected, although more than 20 schools were above the average district

poverty incidence of 24% and thereby eligible for the program according

to the state's interpretation. The program was to be housed in one

school to minimize the need for staff, space, and equipment. Students

from other eligible schools were to be transported to the central

location in a van.

Instructions from the state d_ctated the use of standardized, norm-

referenced test scores to identify educationally

serving lowest scoring chi:dren first. According

structions, children scoring above the 49th percen

deprived

to these

ile were

served, but the LEA could determine its own cutoff score to

children,

state in-

not to be

establish

eligibility. The LEA routinely tested students only at grades 3 6, and

8, however, so no scores were available for children in other grades.

The director responded

Chapter 1 schools to

instruction in reading.

by asking classroom teachers in all grades in

refer students they believed needed special

The referred students were tested by the Title

I teacher, and if they scored at or below the 40th percentile, they were

placed in the program.
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The decision to set a cutoff score a the 40th pereen repre-

sented the director's view that the help provided by Title I s- uld b-

available to any student in a targeted school who truly needed it. The

cutoff was lower than the maximum allowed by the etate, but it WAS

generous enough to qualify moot students who were educationally deprived

in reading. Since students would be identified only if they v re first

referred by a classroom teacher, administrators expected that far fewer

than 40% of the students in a school would be placed in the program.

The Initial neede assesement, in which teachers were asked to idenLify

the atudents in their classes who needed additional help to master baalc

skills, suggested that around 15% of the studenta in an elementary

school would be referred. There wae no accurate way for Title I

administrators to know how many low achieving students in the targeted

schools were not referred by their teachers.

The program grew quickly in the years between 1967 and 1973. As

funding increased, resistance faded, and the director felt confident

about administering a larger program. By 1970, the uee of vans was

discontinued, and students were served in all 29 elementary schools

whose poverty levels were above the district average percentage of

children receiving free lunch. Funding continued to increase, prompting

the director to consider expanding the program into junior high and high

schools. The director held informational meetings and eurveyed parents,

teachers, and principals at the junior high and high school levels, and

found interest in expanding the program. In 1971, the Title I program

was extended to include all grades. In 1972, the director noted that

more children in the district were scoring lower in math than in read-

ing, and a math program was added. Throughout these years, the LEA

continued to use the same procedures initiated during the first year to

Identify schools and students, meaning that teacher referrals continued

to precede testing to determine program

In 1973, the district began implementing a court-ordered desegre-

gation plan, and the distribution of children from low-income families
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underwent a dramatic change. Aa low-Income students were bussed to more

affluent schools, more schools and different schools qualified above the

average poverty incidence. As more affluent students left the public

schools, dietrict enrollment began to drop quickly, end achievement fell

as the average incidence of poverty rose. District targeting and nelec

tion procedures remained essentially unchanged but more schools qual-

ified for and received Title I services.

Inning in 1979, rapid changes in the dietrct began to affect

Chapter 1 school and student selection procedures. F he auper-

intendent and the board of education decided that Title the

high school should no longer count towards graduation credit. Eligible

high achool students had been receiving special instruction in reading

and math through Title I in addition to regular language arta and math

coursea required by the district. Because the additional Title I activ-

ity was conaidered remedial, school authorities decided not to grant

additional credit. Without credit, most students did not want to par-

ticipate, and Title I enrollment declined. The SEA strongly recommended

that the high school program be dropped, arguing that it served too few

students, and wan educationally less important. Title I administrators

agreed. The parents of Title I high echool students and the principal

disagreed vigorously, and lobbied actively to maintain the program. The

superintendent requested a study to evaluate the effectiveness of the

high sclhool program, and used its results to support dropping the

program. The program was dropped. No subsequent changes were made in

the grades served or subjects taught through 1986.

Also in 1979, the district decided quite independently of Title I

to begin testing all students at all grades K-8 in the apring. For the

first time, Title I administrators did not have to rely on teacher

referral to identify educationally deprived children in the district.

Suddenly, the number of eligible children grew. The Assistant Super-

intendent for Inotruction noted this in revie,ling the application, and

requested that the Department of Research and Evaluation conduct a study

4
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to net new cutoff scores, n poanihie because of a new district

puter system. The researchers recommended cutoffn at the 20th percen-

tile in reading and the 35th percentile in math, and the /insistent

Superintendent declared these to be policy. Title I administrators were

stunned, and argued hard for a 35th percent le cutoff in both nubjects.

A compromise was reached--cutoffn would be established at the 25th per-

centile in reading and the 35th percentile in mati, but referred

students could be tested on several occasions, and could quell y on any

one of them. The new procedure resulted in fweV studenta served in

reading.

Following the change in cutoffs, a change wan made In the targeting

of the Title I program. Continuoue growth in the number of low achiev-

ing students served by special education contributed to the decline in

numbers of Title I particIpants. Special educat on students were

declared ineligible for Title I by local policy. Consequently, the

Title I/Chapter 1 program no longer spent all its fundb. By 1984, more

than $1 million had accrued in carryover funds, and the SEA demanded

that the district find a way to expand its program. The Assistant

Superintendent stood adamant against adjusting the cutoff criteria to

identify more 9tudent. Chapter 1 administrators decided to nerve f ve

more elementary schoolo, using the option allowing districts to serve

schools in which 25% or more of the students are from low-income

families. They planned to drop service to those schools should their

funding level decline in the future.

.0sn..-.1Lal At tribla tsr _E'eretin Decision Makin

Hill City is first a reminder that the great _jority of current

Chapter 1 programs existed as Title I programs more than 10 years ago.

In such longstanding programs, the selection of achools and students is

often governed by procedures which were worked out long ago. When

district changes (such as those discussed in Chapter 6) force changes

in targeting procedures, the changes will usually be broad enough to
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accommodate the new local conditionn, but no bronder. Thun a change in

targeting legialation will change district practicen if it mnken thone

practices non-compliant; new leginlation ia lona likely to affect prac-

tices in a particular dintrict if the changes add new procedurea to the

range of possible school or student selection methods.

In the courae of 20 yearn, Mill City changed its student selection

procedure twice and its school targeting procedure only once. Only two

changes were made in the selection of grade ripen. Once procedures were

established, they brought predictability and efficiency to the admin-

istration of the program, and a consensus of support for thetn was

generally established. Thin ordinary reliance on "standard opertl-ing

procedures" hae been widely noted in respect to organizational behavior

generally (e.g., March and Olsen, 1976; Pfeffer 6 Salancik, 1974) and fn

Chapter 1 programs specifically (Knapp 6 Richards, 1985).

A second observation illustrated by Mill City is that changes in

external conditions trigger most changes in the targeting of Chapter 1

programs. These may include changes in district enrollments, bound-

aries, grade configurations, or other factors external to Chapter 1

legislation and programs. Demographic changes, brought on by desegrega-

tion or economic factors, may affect the number of eligible schools and

the range of school targeting options. Changes in district testing

practices or the availability of other special programs may produce a

marked change in the number of eligible students. Compensating changes

in student selection procedures, such as the changing of a cutoff

cr terion, may result.

Factors such as the perceptions of district administrators, SEA

policies, and local demographic shifts can interact to affect targeting

practices. The targeting procedures developed in Mill City, such as

ranking schools by the percentage of students receiving free lunch and

selecting students scoring below a certain score on a standardized

test, were constrained by the range of options district administrators
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believed they had. This range was significantly restricted by the

interpretation given by the state. SEAs have the responsibility for

reviewing and approving LEA applications for Chapter 1 fundn, and fre-

quently provide guidelines and technical assistance to district Chapter

1 program staff. State agencies tend to interpret federal regulntiono

concretely and tightly, in effect restricting the choices available to

districts (Turnbull, 1983). In addition, a district's choice of school

targeting options is determined by its size and distribution of poverty.

When Mill City chose to qualify more schools using the 25% option, it

could do ao only because changea associated with desegregation had

increased the number of schooln wit- more than 25% low-ineome students.

Targeting choices in Mill City reflected be iefa and values of

individuals representing different organizational levels. The prin-

cipals' early resintance to the program, the program director's Calitiotle

advocacy, and the SEA coprdinator's insistence on eertain procedures are

illustrative. Decision makers in Mill City brought differing perspec-

tiveo to the question of which students were educationally deprived.

Initially, this question was left to teacher judgment; a test score

served only as confirmation. When diatrictwide testing made greater

reliance on tests possible, the SEA coordinator and the local director

saw this as an improvement. Teachers resisted, arguing that their judg-

ment, based on a year of interaction, was more valid than performance on

a single teat.

The question was moot until the cutoff for student selection was

lowered. That decision again highlighted a difference in perspectives

between Chapter 1 administrators, who believed that moderately low

achieving students would benefit from the program and should have an

opportunity to participate, and other LEA administrators who believed

the program was better restricted to the lowest achieving students.

During periods of adjustment, such as this one, the decision process was

as much political as rational: it involved the interaction of individ-

uals representing differing organizational and value perspectives,



employing persuasion and compro ine, and itn outcome reflected the rela-

tive influence each brought to the decinion. To model such decinionn

requ res consideration of both political and organizational factors

(Allison, 1971; Cronbach, et al., 1980).

Fine ly, it should be noted that decisiona regarding targeting

practices occur in a context of existing program procedures and organi-

zational structures outside the program which affect the cost or dif-

ficulty of implementirg a change. In Mill City, the decision to reduce

the student selection cutoff in reading from the 40th percentile to the

25th percentile was influenced by the fact that students were also

served in math. If only reading services had been offered, such a

change would have made the program too small.

Having preaented the legal proviaions within which Chapter 1

programs operate, and having shown how local considerations in Mill City

determined the ahape of the program within these legislative con-

strainta, we now move to a general framework presenting the overall

context within which Chapter 1 targeting decisions are made.

Part 3. A prameworkfor the Context_of
Chapter 1 Targeting Decision Making

The context of Chapter 1 targeting decisions at the local level can

be summarized through four seta of contextual factors: established

practices, LEA resources, available options, and perspectives of

decision-makers. The Mill City case provided an illustration of these

four factors in a historical context, but their application is not re-

stricted to a particular case. The categories emerged from a review of

the 30 districts included in the present study. They parallel closely

the general categories described by Lasswell (1971) in his social

process model of policy meking.

In this section, the contextual factors influencing Chapter 1

targeting decisions are defined and influences on them at the local,
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ptate, and federal levels are identified1 Figure 1 graphical ,y dinplays

the relationahip among these factors leading to Chapter 1 targeting

outcomes.

Establielmi practices. LEA Chapter 1 practices have evolved over a

period of years, and now unually repreaent a stable "accustomization" of

federal regulations and intent in a local setting (Jung & Kirst, 1986).

Districts do not repeat annually the aeries of steps initially required

to design and establish a Title I program, except on a pro-forma basis

to satisfy monitors that the project is based upon a needo aseessment.

To decide anew each year what grades and subjects to include would be,

in the view of Chapter 1 directors, to invite annual chaos and disrup-

tion. Grades and subject areas are changed very infrequently. Changes

in participating schools occur more frequently, but the procedures

through which both schools and students are selected remain highly

stable.

LEA resources. The number of students that can be served in a

district in Chapter 1 is partially determined by the resources available

and how these resources are used. Resources are largely externally

determined and include:

size of the Chapter 1 allocation;

availability of volunteers;

district funded support; and

other programs for educationally deprived students such as spe-
cial education, state, and local cOMpensatory education, bilin-
gual programs, dropout prevention programs, and migrant education
programs.

With a variety of programs, a local education agency can focus its

Chapter 1 program more narrowly. With increased dollars, it can serve

more students.
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Available options. The third factor ng Chapter 1 targeting

is the range of legal procedures and practtceo that may be considered by

the LEA as it arrives at or changes its approach to targ ting schools

and selecting students. The use of federal targeting options by LEAn Is

often subject to state approval and interpretation as well at: local

conditions. For example, aome Staten allow districts to use counts of

students eligible for either free or reduced lunch as a measure of

poverty, while others restrict counts to free lunch recipients only.

This variation in state practice can affect the number of schools a

district can qualify for Chapter 1 under the 25% poverty provision.

In addition, knowledge of the options by LEA decision makers will

certainly affect whether they are used. Turnover in LEA positions may

result in the loss of such knowledge. Because information concerning

targeting options is disseminated by the state, local familiarity with

options often reflects state approaches to communication and interpreta-

tion.

Perapectiven. The fourth factor includes participants be

knowledge, and priorities. In particular, these include:

Beliefs about where co nsator- educational funds should be tar-
geted. Do LEA decision makers believe that it is moat import n
to assist students with basic skills in the primary grades, or do
they believe that it is equally important to provide assistance
to students at all grade levels? Do decision makere believe that
the lowest achieving students are less likely to benefit from
Chapter 1 assistance than students achieving only moderately
below the norm7

Stard_s_s_L23...Epss.2.-e_aralit- endorsed by decision
makers. Such values affect LEA targeting practices by limiting
the extent to which decision makers are willing to stretch
limited resources.

The value placed on continuity of service. It is disrupt ve to
aehools and staff to drop a program from a building where it has
been in existence for several years, because the school no longer
qualifies for Chapter 1 services according to the procedure used
by the district. In this situation, do Chapter 1 administrators
respond by targeting the school as "formerly eligible"?
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The perspectives of local decision makers are Influenced by ttio

intent of federal policy and the extent to which they identify wit

by state recommendations, and by technical assistance provided by either

federal or state sources. For example, a change in district targetio8

to include kindergarten in Chapter 1 may be influenced by a local bnliof

that intervention should occur an early as possible. That belief, tfl

turn, may have been influenced by a memorandum from the Director of

Compensatory Education Programs of the U.S. Department of Educatio4 in

December, 1985, encouraging districts to establish early childhood

programs, and by a workshop spormored by the SEA In whic reneefoh

evidence in support of early intervention was emphasized.

Chapter Summary

In this chapter we have reviewed the targeting rule options, 04d

exceptions within which Chapter 1 targeting decisions must be made, 4d

we have then showed how these legal requirements interact with othtr

factors to influence a district's choice of school and student aelecti4n

practices. A district's established practices, its available resoufteal

targeting options and the perapectives of local and state deei0104-

makers can all influence its targeting decisions. As we show later tn

this report, unless a contextual factor changes, a diatrict is 1iIelr to

maintain the policiea and practices of previous years rather than

consider each Chapter 1 program decision every year.

4 9
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Hi. SCHOOL TkJCETINC

EillELtLast:/L1H

Many districts Mug determine Wn-lich schools will qualify for

Chapter 1 funds an one 0 the first st=tepa in the process of deciding

which students receive imam services. In this chapter we examine the

process districts in °temple use to ddietermlne which schools will have

Chapter 1 programs. Weshow that schoo is selected for Chapter 1 in our

sample have more lotrincome, limitedi-English-proficient (LEP), and

special education students and lower avv.vrage achievement scores than do

the non-Chapter 1 sehoolowithin the saamme districts.

Chapter 1 schools M our sample re, on the average, higher in

poverty than the non-Chspter 1 schools mitt the same grade bands, although

we find a wide range d poverty level_s among both kinds of schools.

Nationally, districts vhose poverty levwela are under 10% receive about

$400 million annually 10Thapter 1 funttls (Anderson & Stonehill, 1986).

The presence of these districts in Char7>ter 1 is problematic, and as we

demonstrate in this chaptst, it is thei participation In the Chapter 1

program that is priMatily respOnsible for the participation of low-

poverty schools in the program.

In this chapter theme of school selection options and exceptions

by districts in our gaup is evaluated to determine how and the extent

to which these Optionson contribute to Chapter 1 funding of low-

poverty schools. We sin document thamt, in our sample, the targeting

options appear to be reely misused -end to be generally useful to

districts in meeting their targeting *Fgoals. A possible exception to

this is the uniformly high concentrattion of poverty option, which had

limited utility for ow sample and Arlich is open to misuse by some

distric



Our sample also demoantratea that, while many lo poverty schools
receive Chapter 1 funds, some high poverty schools (defined in this
study as over 20% poor) do not receive funds, either because their
poverty level it4 below 25% or their district average, or because of a

district policy to serve only the most needy schools. The fact that
many districts choose to exclude upper grade level schools from Chapter
1 does not necessarily contribute substantially to the exclusion of high

poverty schools from the program, however, since as we will show, high
schools tend to be lower LI poverty than elementary schools.

In this chapter we also ditwuss the effects of averag -g poverty
within, rather than across, graoe bands. Averaging within grade band
tends to decrease the number of elementary schools qualifying for

Chapter 1 funds, a fact that not all districts appear to be nware of.

D stricts' u

effect on the nationa

poverty and achievement

evidence presented in

policy makers could use

in high poverty areas:

school selection options appears to have less

composition lf the Chapter 1 program than the

levels of districts qualifying for funds. Prom

this chapter, there appear to be two options

to improve Chapter l's focus on children living

(a) to specify a minimum poverty level for
schools to qualify for Chapter 1 funds, and/or (b) to increase alloca
tions to very high poverty districts.

oCha.terl Schools in Our Sam.le D
From NonChepterl Scheele._

apter 1 sch ols at the same grade bands vary greatly in terms of
their student poverty levels, mean achievement, and proportions of stu
dents who are handicapped or LEP. In our sample of 30 districts, there
are 682 Chapter 1 schools. Because the districts in the sample have a
wide range of characteristics, so do their Chapter 1 schools. These
schools have in common, however, the fact that they have the largest

proportions of lowincome students in their districts. In addition to

1
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their relatively high poverty, Chapte hooln differ from non-Chapter

1 schools at the same grade bands in that they have higher proportions

of low-achieving studenta, LEP students, and special educat on students

than do non-Chapter 1 acheols.

Most Chapter 1 schools are el mentary schoola (as defined by the r

districts ). In our sample, 74% of the elementary schools are Chapter 1

schools, while only 49% of the middle schools and 22% of the high

schools are receiving Chapter 1 funda. The tendency of districts to

restrict Chapter 1 programs to the elementary grades is widespread, and

the rationales for and some effects of this focus will be discussed in

more detail later in this chapter.

What are the _poverty levels of students in _Chs er achools in our
sample?

In our sample, the percentage of low- ncome atudents in Chapter 1

schools ranges from 1 3% in a suburban district to 100% in an urban

district. (In 83% of our sample districts, students participating in

the National School Lunch Program are considered low income.) Table A-1

in Appendix A shows the percent of low-Income students in the "average"

Chapter 1 school in each of the 30 districts in our ssmple.2 These

average schools range from 2% low income to 98% low income. As we

explain later in this chapter, the wide range is primarily a result of

the range of districts with Chapter 1 programs. Chapter 1 schools are,

as they should be, poorer than non-Chapter 1 schools within their own

districts. In our sample, there is a 30% difference in poverty between

the average of the two types of schools (see Table A-2 in Appendix A).

2The average school was created by averaging school-level data
within each district, without weighting by school enrollment.
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Table 3 show) the dis r bution of students in targLed elementary

grades in the 11 sample districts that have non-Chapter 1 schools and

student-level poverty data. (Ralf the districts in the aample aerve

every school in their district At the targeted grade bands.) The

Chapter 1 schools have a higher proportion of poor students than do the

non-Chapter 1 schools (53% compared to 35%). Looking at the data

another way, almost 7 X of all poor students at these grades

Chapter 1 achools.

Table 3

Student Poverty Distribution at Targe ed Elementary Grades for 11
Sample Districts in Which Only Some Schools Receive Chapter 1 Funds

School A tendance

Poverty
Status

n Chapter I
Schools

Not In Chapte
Schools Tot

N 2 N

Poor 44,302 53.3 15,147 35.5 59,449 47.2

Non-Poor 38,816 46.6 27,546 64.5 66,362 52.7

Totals: 83,118 99.9 42,693 100.0 125,811 99.9

Note. Poverty data are available for only 11 of the 15 sample districts
having non-Chapter 1 schools.

What_ are the achievement levels of etudents in Chapter 1 schools_in our
samPl?

The average reading achievement score in the Chapter 1 schools in

our sample is 50.5, very close to the national average. District

averager in the sample range from 46 to 66, with lower scores in the

high poverty districts and higher scores in the less poor districts see

Table 4). Across the sample, non-Chapter I schools have higher average

reading achievement scores than do Chapter 1 schools, with non-Chapter 1

schools having an average achievement score of 58 compared to an average

ocore of 50.5 for Chapter 1 schools. Within our sample, Chapter 1
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schools Always have :o evemel icorn thnn do ttit non-

achools in their districts (SOC Table A-3 In Appendix A).

Table 4

Menu Reading Achievement Scores in the Average Chapter 1 School
and Non-Chapter 1 School in Our Sample

Chapter 1_ Schools Non-Chapter 1 Schools
District Mean Mean Chapter I/
Poverty 0 of Reading # of Reading Non-Chapter I
Range_ Districts NCE Districts* NCE Difference

Low to modor
poverty (0-12%)

Moderate pov
(13-20%)

2

2

High poverty 13 51 8

(21-50%)

Very high poverty 7 49

(over 50%)

Overall: 30 51

64

59

56

52

58

-7

-5

-7

Note. In this study, schools were divided into the four poverty groups
(low to moderate, moderate, high, and very high) based on the district
poverty quartilea used by Kennedy, et al., (1986). The bottom two
district quartiles were combined to include more ochools and the top
quartile was broken up to separate the highest poverty achools, since
this study oversampled high poverty districts.

*DfatrIcts having non-Chapter 1 chools for which data were available.

Table 5 compares the reading achievement quartile of 6tudents in

Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 elementary schools in the targeted elemen-

tary grades in all 15 sample districts having non-Chapter 1 schools. It

shows that a higher proportion of students in Chapter 1 schools than in

non-Chapter 1 achools are in the bottom achievement quartile (19Z com-

pared to 9%) or the second quartile (29% compared to 23%). Looking at
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the nu bers Another tiny, almost threefourthn of all the studente in the

bottom achievement quartile in thin group of dintrietn Are attending a

Chapter 1 school.

Table 5

Student Rending Achievement Distribution at Targeted Elemen
Grades for the 15 Sample Districts in Which Only Some Schooir._

Receive Chapter 1 Funds

ry

Readin
Achievement
Btatu

A
In Chapter 1 Not In chapter

Schoo oels

< 25 % 17,360 19.3 5,917 9.0 23,277 14.9

25-50 % 26,356 29.2 15,078 22.9 41,434 26.6

> 50 % 46,405 51.5 44,712 68.0 91,117 58.5

Totals: 90,121 100.0 65,707 99.9 155,828 100.0

What _proportion of Estudents in_the eampled Chapter 1 schools are in spe-
cial educatiPP_Pr are limited-English-preficient?

In our sample, the average Chapter 1 school has 11% of _ts students

part cipating in special education programs, with proportions ranging

from 1% to 16% across the sample. Because special education classifica-

tions and participation levels vary widely from state to state, com

parisons across our sample of proportions of special education students

in Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 schools are problematic. Within eight of

the 11 districts for which we had data to make the comparison, Chapter 1

schools have higher proportions of special education students than do

non-Chapter 1 schools (see Table A-4 in Appendix A), although differ-

ences are quite small. Data from our sample suggest, then, that the

presence of Chapter 1 services in a school does not reduce the number of

children receiving special education services.



For the 13 dlatricta in our sample provld ' deltn on LEP atu-

dents, 4.1% of atudenta in Chapter 1 nchooln are LEP, ranging from 0.17,

to 24.9% (see Table A-5 In Appendix A). In every d[itrlct where Chapter

1 and non-Chapter 1 achools can be compared, there in a slightly higher

proportion of LEP students in Chapter 1 schools than in non-Chapter 1

schools.

Surenary

In _our sample, Chap 4 schoola are d .fferent from non-Chap

schools in having higher pe eentngen of atudenta who are from

income families, having lower mean echievement scores, and having higher

percent-Res of limited-English-proficient otudents. Theae differencea

are moat pronounced when they are exnmined within individual diatricts.

What Accounts _For The Presence o
Low Poverty Schools in Chepter 1?

Int oduction

Of particular concern to policy makers has been the presence in

the Chapter 1 program of schools having low concentrationa of poverty.

Questions ari6e as to how such schools are qualifying for a program

designed to provide finnneial assistance to districts serving areas with

concentrations of children from low-income families.

An examination of the poverty levels of el g ble schools in the

30-district sample reveals that the low poverty schools that receive

Chapter 1 funds are these that are located in districts whose average

poverty is low. While these low poverty achools have poverty levels

above their district's average, the incidence of children from low-

income families is quite low with respect to other schools nationally.
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nt do low J2MEt_iOloola in
1"___PnIJIILLILIALLI_Pnrt1c-

°nai1

Nationally, district poverty levels vary dr Antically. An examina-

tion of the diatribution of poverty levels in school diatricta in the

United States (Kennedy, et al., 1986) nhown that one-fourth of the

nation's districts have poverty levels ranging from 0 to 7%; in the

second quartile of districts poverty levels range from 8% to 12%; in the

third quartile, from 13% to 20%; and in the fourth quartile from 21% to

100%.

It is estimated that about 90% of the nation's school diatr

receive some type of Chapter 1 funding' (Anderson & Stonehill, 1986).

One 4ight expect that the wealthiest districts in the nation would be

least lftely to receive a Chapter 1 grant, but in fact it is very small

districts with fewer than 1,000 students that are the least likely to

receive Chapter 1 fundo. Nearly 80% of the districts whose median

family Income is in the top 1% receive grants. In fact, districts whose

poverty levels are under 10% (nearly 40% of the nation's achool dis-

tricts) receive 16% of the Chapter 1 funds or about $400 mi lion

annually (Anderson & Stonehill, 1986). The high participation rate in

Chapter 1 of low poverty districts indicates that a significant number

of schools with low concentrations of poverty may be participating in

the Chapter I program.

Do Low Poverty_Schools in the 307Dietrict _Semple
ualify For Chapter 1 Funds?

In our sample, 621 schools have poverty levels above their dis-

trict average, and thus are eligible to receive Chapter 1 funds.

(Additional schools are eligible under the various options and they are

examined in a later section.) Of this group, 28 schools (4.5%) have

poverty levels at or below 12%, defined in this study as low to moderate

poverty. Only seven (one-fourth) of these low to moderate poverty

schools are actually receiving Chapter 1 funds, primarily because low

40



poverty dintrici ve ømali allocations and nre sometimes reluctant

to spread them too thinly. The small number of such achools in our

sample is due to the deliber to oversampling of high poverty districte.

As we have shown the participation of low poverty districts in Chapter

1 is significant at the national level, and we will use our s mple to

ahow how the participation of these districts can result in the partic-

ipation of low poverty schools in the program.

To illustrate how low poverty giehools can be el gible for Ch pter

1 when low poverty districts participate in the program, we will con-

trast two districts in our case study sample. These two districts are

of similar size (enrollments of about 23,000 students) and have similar

numbers of school attendance areas. One very important difference

between the districts is that the average poverty in one district is 3%

compared to 20% in the other. We will simulate school targeting in

these districts, using the district average percent poor and no target-

ing options, to determine which schools are eligible for Chapter 1

services.

The low poverty district (District C2) contains 23 elementary

schools ranging from 0% to 12.2% poor; five middle schools ranging from

1.2% to 4.8% poor; and three high schools ranginfr from 0.5% to 3.2%

poor. Of this group, 10 elementary schools, thre' r_ddle schools and

one high school have poverty levels above the district's average.

The high poverty district, (Dist- et S3) has 22 elementary schools

with poverty levels ranging from 10% to 34%; five middle schools with

poverty levels ranging from 19% to 25%; and six high schools ranging

from 12% to 28%. Of this group, 14 elementary schools four middle

schools, and one high school have poverty levels above the district

average. Table 6 contrasts the poverty distribution of the Chapter 1

eligible schools in the low and the high poverty districts.
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Number of Chapter 1-El

Table 6

ble Schools In a Low and a Hip
Poverty District In the Sample by School Poverty Range

Type of
District

Low poverty (3%)
dintrict (C2)

High poverty (20%)
district (53)

12 2

6 13

In the low poverty district, schools with poverty concentrations of

2.8%, 3.1%, and 3.2%, for example, are eligible for Chapter 1 becauge

they have poverty levels above their district's average. If these same

schools were in a high poverty dietrict, they would be well below the

district's poverty average. In fact, in our example, there is no over-

lap in the poverty levels of the Chapte I-eligible schools in the two

districts.

School selection procedures for Chapter 1 create a aituation in

which a low-poverty district partIcipating in the program can qualify

low-poverty schools for Chapter 1 as long as they are slightly above the

district's poverty average. Thus, in a district with 2% low-income

studento, a school with 3% low-income students can become a Chapter 1

school. Certainly a low-poverty district can have one or more atten-

dance areas with much higher concentrations of poverty. In such a case,

schools serving those attendance areas would also qualify for Chapter 1

services. In a more homogeneous low-poverty district, however, where no

such high-poverty attendance areas exist, only low-poverty schools will

qualify for Chapter 1 by virtue of being above the district's (low)

average poverty.

In our sample 21 schools with poverty under 8 and seven schools

with poverty under 13% could participate in Chapter 1 because they are



above their let's povery average. All of these low-to-moderate

poverty schools are, ea one might expect, in districts with average pov-

erty levels under 13%. It in a mathematical neceasity that low poverty

districto have a preponderance of low poverty nchoole. Conversely, few

low poverty schools will be found in high poverty districts, and those

that are will rarely be eligible for Chapter 1 aervices under any

current targeting option. (Table A-6.in Appendix A shows for our sample

he poverty distributions of Chapter 1-eligible schools and the dis-

tricts in which they are located.)

The preceding discussion has shown how the participation of low

poverty districts in Chapter I can contribute to the funding of low

poverty schools by Chapter 1. In the the sections that follow, the

impact of various school selection options ls examined to determine the

degree to which they contribute to the presence of low poverty schools

in Chapter 1 in our sample. These analyses show that the use of school

selection options accounts for only a small proportion of the low

poverty Chapter 1 schools in our sample, although these school selection

options increase the number of schools eligible to participate beyond

those with poverty levels above the district average. It is the par-

ticipation of low poverty districts in the program, however, rather than

the school selection options used by those districts that appears to be

responsible for most of the incidence of low-poverty Chapter 1 schools

in our sample.

Tollat Extent do Target_inpt.ions Contribute to the Presence
of Low_Poyerty Schools_in Chapter_ in Our

The presence of low poverty, higher achievement schools in the

Chapter 1 program nationwide has led some obaervers to ask whether the

school targeting options intended to add flexibility to the program have

made it too easy for diatricts to include low poverty schools in their

programs. Are districts using these options to skip needier schools and

serve schools with less need? Are districts using the options to

43

60



include schools which are b low the distric poverty average and which

are not the types of schooln envisioned by policy makers an appropriate

targets for Chapter 1 services? Our sample shows that most school

selection options are not open to thin type of misuse. All the dis-

tricts in our sample are providing Chapter 1 services to their high

poverty schools first, when such schools exist in their districts. A

few are using the formerly eligible option to phase out slowly Chapter 1

services in a achool which has undergone a change in its poverty level;

lowever, in our ssmple these schools are not, wi h one exception, sub-

stantially different from other schools being served in the same dis-

trict. The option most open to some misuse seems to be the uniformly

high concentration of poverty option. Despite the word "high" in the

name of the optIon, it could be used to serve sll schools in a very low

poverty district that has a narrow range in school poverty. We found no

examples of thin misuse in our sample however.

In the following section, we discuss each school targeting option

or exception districts can use in determining which schools will receive

Chapter 1 services. For each option, we discuss the districts in our

sample that use the option and the schools qualified as a result. Table

7 shows the number of districts in our sample that elected to use each

option.

The Formerly_Eligible Option

The formerly elieble option is used by eight districts in the

sample. The most frequent reason given by the districts for using this

option is that they want to minimize disruption in staffing and program-

ming and to ensure that schools do not "bounce" in and out of the

Chapter 1 program from year to year. This option can be used to skip

eligible schools; however, all but one of the districts in our study

have chosen to use it to add schools over and above those already

qualified. Table 8 indicates the number and percent of schools formerly

eligible for Chapter 1 that continue to be targeted by the districts in

our sample.
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Table 7

Sample D cts' Use of Chapter 1 School Selection Options

Options
School E

Determine
ibilit

Sample Districts Exercising Option
Number

Formerly eligible achoola

Uniformly high concentration
of poverty 5**

27

17

25% rule 8 27

LEA less than 1,000 students 3 10

Districtwide Average
Percent method 13 3

Number method 2 7

Combination method 0 0

Educational deprivation 0 0

Enrollment option 7* 23

Comparable services 0 0

See text for a discussion of how this option is being used.
**One LEA uaed the distrletwide average and then the uniformly high
concentration of poverty option to qualify schools below the
diatric wide average.

Table 8

Number and Percent of Schools That Were Qualified as
Formerly Eligible for Each District Using the Option

District
Code

Number of Schools
in Chapter 1

Schools Qualified as
Formerly Eligible:
Number

D2 145 14 10
D1 90 7 8

P2 55 3 5

52 20 2 10

53 15 1 7

El 8 13

S6 3 1 33

54 2 2 100
Totals: 3 8 11



op_t_ion? District° in our sample that use the formerly eligible option

range from one with an average of 1% poor students to one with an

average of 53%. Schools in these districts range from 0% poor to 100%

poor, and within one district (52) schools range from 14% to 100% poor.

In another district using this option, schools have a much smaller

range, from 0% to 4% poor. Thus, within our sample of 30 districts we

can see that a variety of types of districts use the formerly eligible

option. Districto for which thio option hag no utility are those

qualifying all schools within a targeted grade band using the 25% rule,

uniformly high concentration of poverty option, or LEA less than 1,000

students option.

What kinds of schools in our_sample_ara qualified using_the for-

merly eligible _opties7 An important point to keep in mind about the

formerly eligible option is that almost any school qualified using this

option was qualified without the option within the past two years. The

option can never be used to qualify a school which has not had a

relatively (for its district) high number or proportion of low-income

students, unless the school is in a homogeneous district which has used

the uniformly high concentration of poverty option. In districts that

experience dramatic shifts in school attendance, such as a district

initiating a desegregation plan, the number or percent of low-income

students enrolled in a school can change sharply. District S2 illus-

trates this in our sample.

Three years ago, District S2 began desegregating using a magnet

school plan. This large, urban district has an average of 53% low-

income students across all its schools. In 1984-85 it used the formerly

eligible option to qualify two of its magnet schools. One of these

schools, at 53.7% low-income, was barely under the district cutoff for

number of poor enrollees. The other, at 14,4% low-income, is the least

poor school in the district, with 13 other unqualified elementary

schools not served by Chapter 1 having more and higher percentages of
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poor students. It is important to add that in this district schools

qualified under the formerly eligible option receive reduced funding and

are operating reduced, transitional Chapter 1 programs rather than the

full programs operating at the other Chapter 1 schools.

The formerly elig b school in S2, at 14% low-income, in currently

the least poor school in that district. In other districts in our

ample with lower poverty, however, a school at this poverty level could

easily qualify for Chapter 1 funding. In our sample, other sehoo

qualified under the formerly eligible option include one with 1.3% low-

income students. This junior high school is in District S4, the on1y

district in our sample that skips eligible schools using the formerly

eligible option. If the district average were used, the two schools

that qualify as formerly eligible would still be eligible; however, the

district would also have to offer services to four additional schools

with higher poverty. Instead, the district reduces the number of

schools it serves and maintains stability by using the option. Because

of its narrow range of poverty, schools in this district can easily

change rankings from one year to the next, making it difficult to main-

tain stability while concentrating services within a few schools, as

this district chooses to do.

In our sample, the schools qualif ed under the formerly eligible

option range in poverty from 1.3% to 53.7%. In six of the eight dis-

tricts using the option, the schools qualified as formerly eligible are

within a few points of the district cutoff, meaning that these same

schools could easily be above the cutoff again in succeeding years. In

District S2, already discussed, one formerly eligible school is a magnet

school that has undergone a dramatic change in enrollment and is phasing

out its Chapter I program. In another district (S6), the district has

three schools and wants to serve all of them but as shown in Table 9,

their poverty distribution is such that if they use the number method

schools 1 and 2 qualify and if they use the percentage method schools 2

and 3 qualify. Consequently, for the past few years, the district has
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alterna-ed each year between using the average number poor and percent

poor as a cutoff. The formerly eligible clause is then used to qualify

whichever school is below the cutoff that year.

Table 9

Number and Percent of Low-Income Children
in Each School In District 56

721 86 12

2 443 95 21

3 252 63 25

Average: 81 19

In our sample of eight districts using this option, it is clear

that most districts use the option to maintain stability and to qualify

additional schools for service. One district in the sample uses the

option to serve schools out of order. However, since a school can

qualify under the option for only two years, the district will have to

develop a new selection plan in the near future. Based on our sample,

this option seems to be a useful one that leaves little room for misuse.

The Unif_orml High Concentrati_on of Poverty Option

The uniformly high concentration of poverty option (UHC op ion) is

useful to districts where schools are homogeneous in terms of their

percentages of poor students. This option is most useful to districts

having small numbers of schools, since larger districts rarely achieve

the necessary narrow range of poverty levels. Large, high poverty

districts have the option of using the 25% rule to qualify most or all

their schools. On the other hand, a district of any size whose most

poor school has less than 10% poverty can always invoke the UHC option,

thus increasing the number of low poverty schools eligible for the

program. For example, District S4, a large suburban district in our



sample, is eligible to use the UHC option. S4 has 19 elementary schools

ranging in poverty from 0.3% to 4.1%, three middle schools ranging from

0.4% to 1.3%, and four high schools ranging from 0.4% to 1.5% poor.

Because its poorest school has 4.1% poverty, the difference between the

highest and lowest poverty nchool is less than 10%. (This district does

not invoke the UHC option because use of the option requires that all

schools qualified under the option be served. Low poverty districts

receive relatively small Chapter 1 allocations and some are for that

reason less likely to spread the allocation amoug all the eligible

ech0010.) Table 10 shows the districts in our sample using the UHC

option and the number of schools they added. The types of districts in

our sample that use the option and the kinds of schools that are

qualified for Chapter 1 under the option Are discussed below.

Table 10

Schools Added to Chapter 1 by Distrjct'a Using the
Uniformly High Concentration of Poverty Option

Schools Currently
Targeted

Schools
Possible Schools Added

District Using Option Without Option by Option

Code

81 9 60 7 47 2 28

HI 6 100 3 50 3 100

55 5 83 4 67 1 25

H2 2 67 1 33 100

82 4 80 2 40 2 100

Totals: 26 67% 17 48% 9 53

kin dstricta in our sam le_use the uniforml h h con-

centration_of poverty option? In our aample, this option could be used

by six districto and is currently used by five, only one of which is

urban. This medium-sized urban district uses a unique variation of the

UHC option to qualify schools within grade bands. The difference in

poverty levels between the highest and lowest ranked primary schools in

this district is 18%. However, the district follows a two-step school

selection scheme that was suggested by their SEA. First, the district
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determines those primary achools that are eligible for Chapter 1 using

the average percent of poverty for primary schools. To qualify the

rmaining schools (whose poverty falls below the average for the grade
span) it determines the poverty range for those schools only and then
invokes the UHC option. In fact, this medium-sized urban district is

too large and h terogeneous to qualify to use the option in the more
standard way.

The other four districts is our -ple using this option

medium-sized and small suburban and rural districts, and it eeenie c

that the option is such that its utility will usually be limited to this
type of district, or to districts with very low poverty (such

district S4 discussed earlier). Very small districts with fewer than

1,000 students in the LEA or with only one school at a grade band have
no need for this option since such districts can qualify all their
schools using other rules.

The average poverty levels of the five districts in our sample
using this option range from 19% to 40%. Therefore, the option

logically can be most useful to a district with very low poverty, In

which the poverty is evenly distributed across its schools. In our
sample the low poverty districts that could have used this option to

qualify all its schools did not elect to use it.

tion? In the five sample districts using this option, three districts-
could have qualified the same schools by using the 25% rule or by using

a district poverty average instead of a grade span average, or both.
However, in all five districts using this option the SEA instructed or

advised them to use the UHC option and they did so, apparently with no

awareness of or interest in other possibilities. The other two dis-
tricts, for which this option had utility, qualified schools at 10%,
16%, 17%, and 23% poor. Thus, although these schools are not partic-
ularly hi h in poverty, neither could they be described as very low.
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Also of interest In the fact that five of the nine schools qualified

under the UHC option could have been qualified without the option.

Thus, this option appears to be less useful than other options, and more

open to misuse by districts wi h ail schools under 10% poverty, which

could qualify all their schools if they wished to do so.

The 15% Rule

The 25% rule has the 1cit potential for miuu of ny of the

district average

poverty level is above 25% (fewer than a quarter of the nation's school

districts, according to Kennedy, et al., 1986). In these districts, use

of this option can qualify those schools whose poverty levels are be-

tween 25% and the district average. In our sample, 14 districts could

have used the 25% rule to qualify add_ tional schools but only eight dis-

tricts chose to do so. The districts that elected not to use the option

are those which prefer to concentrate services on the most needy schools

rather than spread them by qualifying a larger number of schools. (The

effects of a decision to concentrate services in a high poverty district

will be discussed later in this chapter.)

options, since it only has utility in cases

Because it is most often used by urban, high poverty districts, the

25% rule is responsible in our sample for adding 150 schools to Ch pter

1. The districts using the option were able to increase the number of

schools they serve by 57% overall (see Table 11). This is obviously an

important option and one that appears to have little potential for

misuse if an accurate poverty indicator is used. However, some consid-

eration might be given to whether 25% poverty is the appropriate limit

for this option, or whether a lower level would permit the inclusion of

more high poverty schools needing services. This possibility is d

cussed in more detail later in this chapter.



Table 11

Schools in Our Sample Added to Chapter I by Use of the 257. Rule
_

Districi
Code

h_ols Currently
Targeted

Using Option

Schools
PonsIble

Without Option
X

Schools Added
by Option
0 7.

SI 101 100 64 63 37 58
D1* 83 83 50 34 33 66
CI 105 86 54 44 51 94
P2* 47 53 44 49 3 7
01 52 60 16 41 16 'tit

HI 11 100 7 64 4 57
C4 11 92 7 SS 4 57
02 5 100 3 60 2 66

Totals: 415 79% 265 46% 150 57

*Thene
schoo

LEAs used the formerly eligible option to qualify stIll more

Other Options and Exceptions

LFAewith fewer_thsn 1,000 _tudentai Districts having student

populations under 1,000 may elect to nerve all their schools at the

desired grade levels without rank ordering them. Of the four districts

within our eample eligible to use this option, three elected to use it.

Two of these dietricts are suburban, with poverty levels of 8% and 6%.

These districts have only one school per grade band, so their use of

this option does not change the schools they would nerve. The third

district, a rural district 25% low-income ntudents and again only

one school per grade band.

A fourth rural district wIth a poverty level of 78% chooses not to

use this option. It serves its three largest schools, with poverty

levels ranging from 66% to 89%, with Chapter I funds. Two very small,

remote schools with poverty levels of 0% and 33% are not served, in one

case because services, although legal, are believed to be inappropriate

and in the other case because the, school Is so small and remote. In



thin particular district, use of the option could reoult in the qunli-

fication of a school b ving no poor children at all in attendance.

Thua, low-poverty schools are eligible for Chapter 1 under thin option

if they are in small school districto.

schooljy ,-ercent_elar. In rnnk ordering

schools by poverty, diatricts may consider either the number or percent

of low-income children In the achool attendance area. One of the number

mothnd tpndg to favor schools with inrger enrollments (e.g.. high

schools over smaller elementary schools). Of the 15 districta in our

sample using a dintrictwide poverty avernge to determine school eligi-

bility, one district uses the number method because in this way it

increaRea the pool of students from which Chapter 1 participants can be

selected. The schools it qualifies using the number method range from

49% to 100% poor. Another district uges the number method in alternate

years to increase the number of schools it can serve (as described in

the discussion of the formerly eligible option). These achools range

from 12% to 25% poor. The other 13 districts rank order schools by the

percent of low-income children. None of the dis:riets In our sample

exercise the option of combining these two methods. Districts aloo have

the choice of using average poverty wlthin or across grade bands. Tbe

effects of this decision are discussed later in this chapter.

Educational deprivation. Districts may skip a school attendance

area with higher poverty in order to qualify a school with greater

educational deprivation. None of our districts uses this option,

although two districts reported that they compare rankings by poverty

and by educational deprivation every year and that they would use this

option if a less poor school showed more educational deprivation. Given

the strong negative correlation between school poverty and achievement,

it seems unlikely that this option Is open to misuse.

Enrollment option. Districts also have the option of using enroll-

ment data rather than residence in school attendance area data to

53



qualify schools not located In eligible school attendance arena. Th

option can useful to (a) districts in which mnny higher-income children

in a school attendance area attend private nchools, and (b) for dis-

tricts undergoing desegregation. Seven di tricts in our sample are

using enrollment data rather than achool attendance area data. Tn all

but one case, however, the districts are using the option for all their

schools rather than for schools not Ln eligible attendance areas.

One buch district no private achool- within the district, And

U903 enrollment data for all ita nchools. At the grade levels served in

this district, enrollment and school attendnnce aren data should be very

nimilar because of the lack of private schools. Use of enrollment data

in thin district should not have any effect on school selection.

AnGther district uses enrollment data for all its high schools, and four

additional districts use enrollment data for all their schoolo. These

districts are operating under desegregation plans and moat have magnet

schools. Under these conditions, the concept of school attendance nreas

loses its meaning since the school a student attends is unrelated to the

neighborhood in which he or she lives. These districts are using school

enrollment as the only logical method of school selection under the

circumstances existing in their districts.

pamparable aervices_. Districts have the option of skipping schools

that receive services comparable to those offered by Chapter 1, ouch as

services of a atate compensatory education program. No district in our

sample exercises this option.

Sum_s_L.aa

An examination of the use of school selection options in our sample

shows that these options, for the most part, are not open to misuse by

districts in a way that would result in skipping higher poverty schools

to qualify lower-poverty schools. Options which could be open to pos-

sible misuse are the WIC option and LEA less than 1,000 option. For
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most years in moat districts, the Chapter 1. legal framework results in

districts qualifying the highest poverty ochools. In low-poverty dis-

triets, however, the higheat poverty schools may often have very low

poverty with respect to other schools in the nation.

Why a
funds?

some high poverty elementary_ schools not receivin. Chnpter_

In the 30 district sample, 63 of the 812 elementary schools with

poverty levels over 20% did not receive Chapter 1 funds. (These schools

were not okipped as schools receiving eervices of comparable nature end

scope.) The schools are in eight districts, all with poverty over 20%

and one with poverty over 50%. As we will show, high poverty non-

Chapter 1 elementary school') exist in high poverty districto where (a)

the schools' poverty level is below the district average and also below

25% or (b) the district has a policy of concentrating services on its

most needy achools. In addition, we will show that serving schools at

all grade bands can reoult in the exclusion of high poverty elementary

schools from the program. As we discuss in the following aection, the

national emphasis on funding elementary schools rather than junior and

senior high schools can but does not necessarily result in the further

omission of high poverty schools from the program.

Since Chapter 1 is intended to benefit students in high poverty

schools, and since many schools with relatively low poverty nationally

also benefit from the program, one would not expect the program's legal

framework to be responsible for the exclusion of high poverty schools.

In our sample however, 16 of the 63 high poverty elementary schools

(according to a definition of high poverty as above 20% poor) cannot be

aerved because they are below their district's average poverty and they

are also below 25% poverty (so they cannot qualify under the 25% rule).

These schools are all in districts that qualify as many elementary

schools as possible. Thus, ft is safe to assume that the districts

would have included these 16 school') had it been legal to do so.
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Fo ty-aix of the high poverty elementary nchooi which are not
Chapter 1 achoola are in three districts that have policies of con-

centrating services. The

possible; they do not use t 25% rule and in some enema do not se ve
-11 the elementary schools which are above the district average in

poverty. The districts give two reasons for concentrating services In

this way.

districts do not serve as many schools as

The first reason tht high poverty districts do not qualify every

ligible school i8 that their allocations are not large enough to noroad

over all the schools that could qualify and still maintain deaired

levele of Chapter 1 services. These districta choose to have substan-

tial Chapter 1 programa in their most needy schools rather than having

Smaller programs and including (relatively) less needy schools. Of

course, while these schools are less needy by their individual dis-

trict's standards, at the national level they have relatively high

poverty levels, even within the Chapter I program.

The second reason these high poverty districts do not serve all the

achoola that could qualify is that it ia politically unwise for them to

establish a Chapter 1 program in a school unless they are confident that

they can keep the program there. Thus, some districts avoid qualifying

schools that are barely above the diatrict cutoff, because these schools

could easily be below the cutoff over several succeeding years. Other

districts are apprehensive of cuts in Chapter I allocations. Therefore,

even if they could currently afford to qualify more schools than they

do, they believe that in future years they might receive smaller alloca-

tions and would then be forced to withdraw funds from certain schools.

These districts try to maintain political stability by concentrating

services.

Other reasons are logistical in nature. For instance, one rural

dist ict does not serve a very small, remote elementary school with hi h

poverty because of the difficulties involved in reaching the school

combined with the small number of students who would be affected.



In general, it appears that a stable increase in nilocations to

districts above a certain poverty level (auch at; 20% or 25%) might have

the effect of increasing the number of high poverty uchools qualifying

for Chapter 1. Alai:), schools with poverty levels that are oubstantial

but that are below 25% could be increased, if policy makers found it

desirable, by changing the 25% rule to the 20% rule or by using any

lower limit deemed appropriate. Some dietricts, however, would presum-

ably still choose to concentrate services on the most needy schools

unless they were legally required to serve all ochoolo above a c,.rtain

poverty level.

To what extent does grnde band targeting deprive high pover y schools at
upper grade bandtli of Chapter 1 funds?

Under the Chapter 1 legislation, school d stricts are given the

option of serving all grade bands or of selecting a subset of grade

levels for Chapter 1 servicee. Table 12 providen a summary of the grade

spans currently served among the 30 districts in our study. As can be

seen from Table 12, all the 29 school dictricts with elementary schools

include Chapter 1 services at this level. In contrast, of 21 districts

that have separate middle or junior high schools, only 14 serve build-

ings at this grade band. Even fewer districts in our sample, 9 out of

29 or 31%, provide Chapter 1 to senior high schools or schools contain-

ing grades 7 to 12.

Table 12

Grade Spans Currently Served in Chap er 1 in 30-District Sample

Grade Spans
Number of Districts
With Grade Span

Districts Serving_Grade_Span
Number

Elementary or 29 29 100

Combined K-8

Middle/Junior High 21 14 67

Senior High or 29 9 31

Combined Junior/
Senior High

57
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Clearly, for the majority of dintrits in the sample, Chapte

services are concentrated at the elementary grades. This la consistent

with reports that have looked at the distribution of Chapter 1 partic-

ipanta by grade level nationally (Anderson & Stonehill, 1986). Histor-

ically, 90% of all Title I/Chapter 1 students are In the elementnry

gradea from pre-kindergarten to grade 8, although less than 70% of the

school-aged population attends theae grades. The preponderance of

program studente at the lower grades is a function of grade band

decielone made by districts in which !len or high schools and often

junior high schools or middle schools are not consIdered at all In the

school selection proce--

The extensive one of grade bend targeting In the Chapter 1 program

leads to the question of the extent to which such district decisions

contribute to the absence of high poverty schools from the program. If

districts were required to qualify eligible achools at all grade bands,

would Chapter 1 reach more high poverty, low achievement schools than it

does under the current aystem? This is a complex question, in part

because many districts believe Chapter 1 services are most effective at

the elementary levels, regardless of considerations of poverty.

What makes the issue even more complicated, as we will show, is the

fact that high schools on the average tend to have relatively lower

proportions of students from low-income families than the elementary and

middle schools in their districts. Furthermore, given that a district

would keep the same number of program participants, the number of

students served per school will vary according to the number of schools

qualified, and the number of schools funded will vary according to the

targeting options the district decides to use. The interaction of these

factors makes ft difficult to make generalizations about the effect of

qualifying schools at all grade levels. What is clear, however, is that

such a decision would not necessarily result in qualifying a more needy

group of schools or in serving a substantially lower achieving group of

students.
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Au shown in Table 13, in 21 of the 24 distrIcts in our sample for

which we have school level poverty data, poverty levels decrease an the

school grade levels increase. Personnel in several districts mentioned

that poverty rates based on participation in the National School Lunch

Program tended to decrease at the high achool level because students no

longer wished to eat on campun and would not sign up for the program

even though their families qualified. Thus it is necessary to consider

the possibility that the decrease in poverty rates as measured by Na-

tional School Lunch Program participation may be, at least in part, an

artifact of the poverty meaeure.

Analyses of census data reported by Kennedy, et al., ( 986), how-

ever, also show that nationally the poverty rate in junior and aenior

high schools is lower than it is among elementary-level students, indi-

cating that the decrease in poverty across school levels Is a real

occurrence. It is believed this reflects either the rising income of

maturing families or the fact that mothers are likely to remain at home

while their children are young and return to work when they are older.

Another factor that is believed to play a role is that poor students are

more likely to drop out of school and thus not be included in poverty

counts at the upper grades.

Assuming that the decrease in poverty across school levels is a

real occurrence, it would appear that many of the students who are the

potential recipients of Chapter 1 services are no longer in the educa-

tion system at the upper grades. The fact that many districts choose

not to serve senior high schools does not necessarily mean that the

neediest schools are not being qualified for services.

Would more_needy s_tudents receive_Chapter l_services if allgrade

bands were targeted? Annual national achievement data on Chapter 1

students by grade level has consistently shown a pattern whereby the

achievement status of students decreases as the grade band of the

students increases. For 1983-84, the average reading score of students

59



District
Size and_Type

Very Large Urban

Percentage
for

District
Code

Table 1

of Poverty by School Level
the 30-District Sample

ercentof Students From Low-Income Families
Elem. Middle Hig

Schools Schoola School

CI 65.7 57.8 32.6
D1 45.9 29.1 15.1
D2 28.1 26.4 26.2
G1 13.9 14.1 13.5

Ll 42.9 33.3 19.9
L2 21.8 16.2 8.8
01 36.2 42.8 22.4
P2 32.0 25.0 17.4
R1 39.3 36.8
51 65.6 39.6
52 57.5 46.8 37.3
53 24.1 22.9 13.2

C2 3.1 2.6 1.6
54 1.2 1.0 1.0

81 25.6 18.3 11.8
MI 82.0 77.8 68.8

El 12.2 11.7 4.8
HI 19.8 12.8

C4 45.3 42.4 32.3
C5 27.3 26.4 8.0
55 27.1 22.7 24.5

M2 47.4 N/A
56 17.2 N/A

82 30.9 N/A N/A
H2 75.8 kWI 68.0
02 88.4 83.3

La e Urban

rge Suburban

Medium Urban

um Suburban

Medium Rural

Suburban

Small Rural

Very Small
Suburban

Very Small Rural

J1 10.9
P1 N'A

J2 78.9
M3 29.3

5.4
N/A

N/A

A a.. Not available Iron documents
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in grades 2 through 7 was 35 NCEs: in grades 8 and 9 it was 34 NCEa: and

for grades 10, 11, and 12 it decreased to 30 NCEs (Anderson 6 Stonehill,

1986). Chapter 1 atudenta at the senior high school level appear to be

lower achieving than those currently served at the elementary and junior

high school levels.

These data raise a concern that the elimination of the high schools

at the school selection stage has meant that educationally needier stu-

dente in the upper grades are being excluded from the opportunity to

participate in Chapter 1, and that the available places are inetead

being filled by less needy students at the elementary grades. If this

were true, then targeting at all grade bands should result in a needier

population being served. Data from our study do not allow Us to examine

directly the achievement levels of high school students because most

districts in our sample and nationally do not conduct districtwide

achievement testing after ninth or tenth grade. In this section and in

Appendix E, however, we present a variety of data that together indicate

that including more high school students in Chapter I can but will not

necessarily produce a lower scoring total group of participants.

Many studies have examined the relationship between school mean

family income levels and average school achievement scores. For

instance the Sustaining Effects Study (Breglio, et al., 1978) found a

correlation of .67 between school mean family income and school mean

achievement. We calculated the correlation between school mean reading

achievement and proportion of low-income students for schools in each of

the largest districts in our sample for which we had data. The school-

level correlations for these 10 urban districts are shown in Table 14.

The analysis shows that the correlations range from -.52 to -.74, with

an overall average correlation of -.66. That is, within these dis-

tricts, there is a strong negative correlation between school poverty

and school achievement. This means that schools with higher proportions

of low-income familieo, such as elementary schools, will tend to have

lower mean achievement scores than schools with smaller proportions of

low-income families, such as high schools.



Table 14

Correlation Between School Menn Read ng Ach Nement nnd School Poverty

Number of
Schoolo

School Level
Correlation

D1 95 -.60
Cl 66 -.69
G1 57 -.69
LI 18 -.74
L2 32 -.70
01 80 -.69
R1 41 -.60
SI 100 -.52
52 34 -.69
53 22 -.66

545 Overall av age: -.66

Data from the High School and Beyond Study (NCES, 1984) about

dropping out of high school are also relevant to the issue of Chapter 1

services for hi h achool students. Data from the High School and Beyond

Study show that almost 14% of 1980 high school nophomores left high

school without a diploma at some point after the spring of their soph-

omore year. Higher dropout rates were associated with minority status,

low socioeconomic status, and poor academic performance--charaeteristics

that also typify Chapter 1 participants. The dropout rate among low

achievers is very high. Nearly 42% of those students who indicated that

they received classroom grades of mostly D's dropped out of high school

after their sophomore year. These data suggest that educationally

deprived students are present in the upper grades of high school In

lower concentrations than at the elementary level.

How then can we explain the fact that nationwide Chapter 1 high

school students have much lower achievement scores than Chapter 1 ele-

mentary students? We believe that this phenomenon occurs because the

proportion of high school students who participate in Chapter 1 programs
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is smaller than the proportion of elementary school students partic-

ipating in Chapter 1. Currently Chapter 1 elementary students ore 4%

of the nntion's elementary school enrollment while Chapter 1 secondary

students are only 4% of the nation's secondary school enrollment (Ander-

son 6 Stonehin 1986). Because they are smaller, Chapter 1 programs at

the high school level are concentrated on lower scoring or more educa-

tionally deprived atudents than are those at the elementsry school

level.

Using data from one of the largest districts in our sample, we sim-

ulated the effects of expanding Chapter 1 services to include high

schools. This simulation is presented in detail in Appendix E. In the

simulation, in order to include middle and high schools in the Chapter 1

program the' district must change its school selection strategy. The

district Imo three strategies from which it can choose to select schools

at grades K-I2. One strategy results in serving fewer elementary

schools but more students within each school. In our simulation, this

results in oervice to a higher achieving group of elementary students.

The si ulation illustrates two things* First, If a district serves

its neediest students within each school, then serving a larger group

within a school will necessarily result in raising the mean achievement

level within the group. This supports our belief that Chapter 1 second-

ary students are lower-scoring than elementary students because they

represent a smaller proportion of their group. Second, the simulation

shows that school selection in a large district can be a very complex

process in which many factors interact. In our simulation, altering

school selection procedures to include middle and high schools resulted

in significant changes in the elementary schools and students served,

changing the overall composition of the Chapter I program. The simula-

tion shows the complexity of trying to predict the effects of a decision

to include high schools in Chapter 1. it cannot be assumed that a

decision to target Chapter 1 services only at lower grades results In

serving a lesi needy group of students than if the program were targeted
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across all grades. The outcome of adding higher grade bands to Chapter

1 in any district will depend upon district conditiona and upon the

school and student selection decialons the district makes in imple-

menting the change.

Whet reasons
LAPJ..1211215:113-81S-IIMAEalliJILL_Oemery gradeaY

District personnel in the sample were asked how their district decided

which grade levels to serve. The dietricts that restrict the grade

levels aerved in Chapter 1 relative to the total grades in thel dis-

tricts reported a wide range of rationales for their decisions. Usu-

ally, more than one reason was reported. Table 15 presents the reasons

given for concentrating services at lower grades, grouped under some of

the contextual factors discussed in the previous chapter. Personnel in

13 districts commented that they have historically served elementary

grades. Perspectives of decision makers, such as a belief that elemen-

tary grades show the most need, also play an important role in a dis-
trict decision to restrict Chapter 1 services to the elementary
grades.

hose diatricts in our sample that currently include grades 7,
8 or 9 in Chapter 1, two districts expect that those grades will be

eliminated if further budget cute occur. One district reported that it

may have to eliminate grades 7 end 8 because the state does not want to

fund Chapter 1 at these upper grades. Another district saw a lack of

building support at grades 7 and 8 as a reason for excluding those

grades from Chapter 1 in the future. In contrast, six districts cur-

rently serving all grade spans within their district did not mention any

anticipated changes in the grade levels they will serve in the near
future.

To illustrate the ef ect of targeting at all grade bands, we

examined the number of additional schools that could be qualified in our

sample if the district's targeting strategy were extended across all
grade levels. (For instance, if a district uses the 25% :rule to target
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Tnbi 15

Reasons or Stlecting Elementary Croden

n the 30-District Sample

Perepectiyen_of_Pecision_Hakern

Chapter

Elementary grades dhow most need
Input from parental or advisory counci
LEA belief in early intervention
Greater support from building staff
at elementary schools
Studies show Chapter 1 more effective
at elementary grades

6

5

3

To 1:
(70)

Established Procedures---
Elementary grades historically served 13

Scheduling conflict:0 for Chapter 1

at secondary levels
Problem granting courae credit for
Chapter 1 at secondary levels 1

Total: 17 (57)

Resources
Secondary schools eliminated due to
funding cuts 4

Secondary nchools served with state

or district funds 4

Total: 8 (27)

State Guidelines 4

aDistricts may give more than one response. Numbers in parentheses

indicate the percent of districts giving a response in this category.

all elementary schools, this rule was applied to mdddle and high

schools. If a district uses grade band averaging at the elementary and

middle school levels, this method was applied at the high school level.)

Table 16 shows the number of schools district., currently serve compared

to the number that could be served if secondary schools were considered.

As one might expect, the number of schools served would increase In

our sample, the inclusion of secondary schools represents a 20% increase
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over prenent numbers. However, an renters of Appendix E have lenrned,
neither the achooln nerved nor the students served would neceaaarily be
needier if theae secondary achooln were included in the Chapter
program.

Table 16

Public Schools Currently Served Versun PublIc Schools ligible
if Secondary Scho is Were Inc uded

District
Code_

Pu c no n Pue Ic S
Currently in Eligible Including Increase
Chapter 1 Secondary_Schools in Rehool
i z %

CI 105 86 118 97 11
DI 90 62 112 77 22 24
LI 15 52 20 69 3 33L2 10 22 17 37 7 70
01 52 60 56 64 4 7
S1 102 87 115 98 11 13
52 20 42 26 54 6 30
S3 15 45 20 61 5 33
C2 5 16 6 19 26
54 2 8 3 12 50

9 60 11 73 2 22
El 8 47 9 53 12

11 92 12 100 1
C5 4 67 6 100 2 50
55 5 83 6 100 20M2 2 67 3 100 1 50
56 3 75 4 100 3332 4 80 5 100 25
Ji 3 50 6 100 100
Pi I 50 2 100 100

Totals: 466 557 91 20%

Summary

High poverty elementary schools (defined as schools having more
than 20% lowincome students) are sometimes excluded from Chapter 1. In

some cases their poverty level, although hl h, is below their distric
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average or below 252. In other canes hese schools could qualify an

Chapter 1 sehoole but their dintricts elect not to fund them, either

because of a policy of concentrating aervicee on the neediest schools in

the district or because of a policy of not serving ochools which may

later lose funding. Many districts achieve stability by keeping Chapter

1 in the SAMO schools year after year, and they are reluctant to futid

schools which mey be ineligible in future years or Achools for which

they may not alwaye have sufficient funds. It appeare that a stable

increaee In Chapter 1 allocations to high poverty districts , perhaps

coupled with a lowering of the 252 limit in the current 25% rule, would

result in more high poverty ochools being included In the progra

The traditional focun of Chapter 1 on the elementary grades has not

necesearily resulted in the exclusion of high poveety middle and high

schools from the program, ence schoole at upper levels tend to be leas

poor than elementary schools. Depending upon the targeting options a

district chooses to *Jae, expanding the Chapter 1 program to the upper

grade* can aometimes result in the exclusion of elementary schools that

are higher in poverty than the high schoole receiving funds. Based on

the simulations performed in ebbs study and on national data on the

difference in poverty incidence at elementary and necondary ochools, we

can see that a legislative mandate to serve at all grade levels would

probably not have the effect of increasing the number of high poverty

schools included in the program.

What Effect DOes Ranking and Averaging:With n Grade Bands
Mave en the _Schools RecelyA_Rg Chepter 1 FundeT

Introduction

School districts that elect to use district averaging to select

achoola for Chapter 2 have the option of averaging poverty levels within

grade spans to be served and ignoring grade spans that are not targeted

for services. Some districts use this option to select schools by
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averaging within grade band's even if they will ultimately Include all

grade levels in their Chapter I program. Other districte average across

grade sons but do not serve every grade span. As tendert* of Appendix t

n see, the choice of poverty average to use has an effect on the

numbers and kinds of schools that qualify for Chapter I. To investigate

tiia further, ve simulated both averaging methods in 12 districts for

hich we had the necessary data. In most cases, it appears that using

grade epan rather than district averages will (a) decrease the number of

elementary schools qualifying for Chapter 1, (b) have little effect on

qualifying middle or junior hi h schools, and (c) increase the number of

high schools qual fying.

What,changes might_pecur if districts tn_our sample change from di
trietwide avPMI&PNLIIJUVLiTIELIY-Plalle

As we have seen in Table 13, for most district. in our sample the

overage percent of low-income Atudents in elementary schools is higher

than the eame figure st the middle school level, which itself Is higher

than average poverty at the high school level. Thus, the average stu-

dent poverty at the elementary level is usually higher than the average

for the entire tudent populetion of the district. When a district uses

the grade span average to qualify elementary schools, fewer elementary

echoels will qualify than If a district average were used. At the high

school level, the reverse is true. There the grade span average tends

to be lower than the district average, so use of a grade span average

will qualify more high schools. Table 17 shows for 12 districts the

effect of changing from a district average to averaging within grade

span. In our sample such a change would result in 37 fewer elementary

schools qualifying (16% less), two fewer middle ochools qualifying (3%

less) and nine more high ochools qualifying (29X more). If the

districts change In the opposite direction (i.e., from using grade span

averages to using district averages) the effect is reversed.



Table 17

Number of Schools Qualifying for Chapter 1 In 12 Dintricta,
by Averaging Method

School Type
Average Across Average Within

Grade Span

Elementary

Middle/Junior

Senior High

District

237

64

31

200

62

40

_Change

- 37

2

+ 9

The dIfference in qualIfyIng achoola caused by the two averaging

methods comes from the difference in poverty among grnde spans. For the

two districts using cenaus tract data, which tenda to minimize grade

span eifferencen, the effect of changing from diatriet to grade apan

averages is small and actually resulta in fewer rather than more high

achools being aerved. For every district in which average poverty

levels decrease as grade levels increase, however, the choice of which

type of average to use will alao be a choice of how many schools in each

grade span will qualify for Chapter 1 funding.

To maximize the number of elementary schoola qualIfying, districts

should use a districtwide poverty average. (This is true even if only

elementary schools will be funded.) To minimize the number of ele-

mentary tic ools qualifying and/or maximize the number of high schools

qualifying, districts should use grade span averages. For middl, or

junior high schools the effect of using either average will usual, be

small and will vary from distri t to district.

Summa_

The ootion to calculate average poverty levels within as well as

across grade spans allows districts some flexibility In targeting at the

elementary and high school levels. Some districts in our sample use a

variety of options to qualify elementary schools below the grade span

average poverty when use of a district average would qualify the same
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nchool without the une of any options. Other districta, however, nerve

only their highe t poverty schools regardless of the poverty cutoff they

use so that for them changing the type of average would make no differ-

ence in the schools that ultimately receive funds. The option to choose

one average or another seems to be a uneful one, but with ramifications

that not all districts are aware of. In most cnnes, diatricts decrease

elementary schools qualifying and increase high nchools by using grade

span rather than district averages.

Choice o PoveLti_Iluilsator

Since Chapter 1 legIslation does not specify the type of data

distrIcts should une in ranking achools by poverty, ft seems appropriate

to consider what effect the choice of poverty indicator has on the qual-

ification of schools for Chapter 1. Although our data did not permit

any direct comparisons of poverty Ind cators, we found no evidence that

the choice of a particular indicator would cause inequities within a

district. Indicators will produce different results, however, when

applied to a specific poverty level, ouch as in the case of the 25%

rule.

What poverty indiestors are typicallx used?

The DIstrict Practices Study (Advanced Technology, 1983) found that

77% of districts uaed free or reduced price lunch counts, 36% used Aid

to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC) enrollment, and 19% used
census data on family income (some districts combine more than one

measure). Preliminary data from OERI shw comparable patterns of

current use and as Table 18 shows, the diqtricts in our sample made

similar choices. Seventy percent use either free or free and reduced

lunch counts, 13% combine lunch counts with AFDC data, and 10% use AFDC

data alone. Seven perc'.it use census data, either alone or in combina-

tion with AFDC data.



Table 18

Sample Districts' Use of Poverty Indicators

Numl-er of Din

Poverty Indicators Using Indicator
-Percent of blstifea

Using Indicator

National School Lunch Pro ram
Free and reduced lunch 17 57

Free lunch 4 13

Aid to Familiee With 3 10

Dependent Children (A DC

Combinatio of fr /reduced lunch
and AFDC

4

Census data on family income

Combination of censue And AFP

Overall: 30 99

overt indicator make a difference in school target-

Districts in our sample using combined measuree believe that one or

the other Indicator alone would underestimate poverty. In one ouch

district, administratorn believe that free and reduced lunch counts

underestimate poverty at the high school level because students are

embarrassed to apply for the lunch program. This district believes that

combining the count with AFDC data produces a more accurate count.

Another district, which also combines lunch program and AFDC data,

believes that many families who are too proud to use AFDC wi l apply for

free or reduced lunches foc their children. For the most part, dis-

tticts appear to select the measure they use for administrative reasons

and because they believe it is accurate, not because a particular

measure is believed to produce a higher count.



In our sample we were not sble to cempare directly the effects on

school selection of using different poverty mosoures. In Table A-11 in

Appendix A, two poverty estimates for each district In the sample are

presented. One figure represents the figure derived from the data

source the district uøcd to select schools, usually free and reduced

lunch data. The second figure represents poverty estimates based on

Orshansky Index data from 1980. It appears that use of free and reduced

lunch data will generally produce. a higher count than use of other types

of data. This becomes Important only when the legislation specifics

certain poverty levels, ouch an in the 25% rule. If more such specific

provisions were contemplated, it might be wise to consider specifying

the poverty measure to be used In making the count.

What reasons do distrIcts give for their choice of poverty measure

Tn our interviews with district Chapter 1 staff, the most frequent

reasons given for using the free and reduced lunch counts are that this

information (a) la believed to be the most accurate, (b) is readily

available to the school districts, or (c) in many cases its use is

recommended or required by their SEA.

Of those using a composite of free/reduced lunch and AFDC, two

districts mentioned earlier specifically said that using one Indicator

alone would result in an underestimate of poverty in their districts.

One of the districts that uses AFDC to measure poverty described their

method of obtaining counts for their school attendance areas (SA.As). A

list of the families on AFDC is obtained from a county government

office. The list contains names and addresses of families and the ages

of the children. It does not indicate the schools that children attend.

Each year the bus transportation staff, who are familiar with school

area boundaries, are asked to determine which families with school-age

children live in each SAA. The difficulties involved in using this

method explain why free or reduced lunch counts are a more popular

measure.



The one district using census data alone doen no becaune there in a

belief both at the district and the state level that using 1980 census

data would be "auditable." The district also related that one of the

reasons they use census data is the burden involved in maintaining

records on individual students if free and reduced price lunch were

used.

The district that combines census data with AFDC weights the census

darn more heavily bpraoso it In ntnble ever 10 yearn and thus provides a

long period of stability in school rankings. Use of census data also

has the effect of minimizing differences in poverty between grade bands

(see districts D2 and G1 in Table 13). This is because each student's

poverty ranking Is a function of the a dent census tract rather than

of the student's family income.

Summa

A district's choice of poverty indicator is related to adminis-

trative concerns as well as to belief in the accuracy of the indicator.

Poverty indicators differ with refercnce,to an absolute poverty level,

because free and reduced lunch data will usually produce a higher count

than other data. Thus if the legislation were modified to include an

increased number of poverty limits, policy makers might wish to consider

specifying a specific poverty indicator to be used.

Chepter_Summary

Chffter 1 School Solecrion and poverty.

One of the most important findings of this chapter is that while

the selection of schools to receive Chapter 1 funds appears to be

working successfully within individual districts in our sample, where

the neediest schools are usually selected, across districts the legal

framework cen.result in the inclusion of relatively low poverty schools



and the exclusion of relatively h_gh poverty schools. The distr

school targeting process resnits in apparent inequities nationally,

where some high poverty schools in high poverty districts are not

Chapter 1 schools uhile low poverty schools in low poverty districts are

able to receive program funds. Although Chapter 1 allocations to low

poverty districts are relatively small, they add up to about 400

million annu'lly. Our sample of 30 distri ts reveals the sources of the

unevennesa in the distribution of Chapter 1 funds to schools nationw de:

Low poverty Chap er 1 schools are often a direct result of the

participation In the program of low poverty districts. Districts

may receive Chapter 1 allocations if they are located in a county

in which at lesst 10 low-income childrel live.

High povert non-Chapter 1 elementary schools result from:

(a) schools being below their district's poverty average and

having slightly fewer than 25% low-income students;

(b) schools being in high poverty districts which for reasons of

stability or educational philosophy serve only their very

neediest schools.

St a e ies to consider in reducing these apparent discrepancies include:

A school-level rather than a county-level poverty limit. For

instance, Chapter 1 funds could be removed from low-poverty dis-

tricts having no high-poverty schools.

A stable increase in Chapter 1 allocations to high poverty dis-

tricts; for example, districts with over 21% of their students

from low-income families. This would encourag- some high poverty

districts to serve more eligible schools.

A modification of the 25% rule to permit high poverty districts

to qualify more schools. For example, schools with more than 20%

low-income students could be eligible to participate even if they

were below their district's poverty average.



What in f Targeting 221in.112.nrceT1 Iona?

The use and potential u targeting options and xceptions were

evaluated using our 30-distr ct sample. Overall, we found that many

districts have some flexibility in the schoola they designate as Chapter

1 schools, although this flexibility ls sometimes lost either because

districts are unaware of targeting posnibilities or because they must

follow SEA directivee. Data from our sample revealed the following:

The 25% rule in the moat powerful targeting option, becouse it is

used most often in large urban districts. Use of this option

added 150 high-poverty Chapter 1 schools to our sample (a 577

increase), despite the fact that three 1 rge districts did not

choose to use the option.

The formerly eligible option is widely used and added 31 schools

at varying poverty levels to the districts in the sample that

used it, increasing those districts' Chapter 1 schools by 11%.

In a 1 except one case the schools added were very close to the

di trict poverty average.

The uniformly high concentration of poverty option is not widely

used in our sample and in three of the five districts where it

was used, its use was unnecessary since the same schools could

have been qualified by another method. Preliminary OERI data,

however, indicate that nationally as many as 40% of districts

that select schools are using this option. The UHC option could

be used by a district with all low-poverty schools to serve all

its schools, since the poverty range in such a district would be

less than 10%. The option appears to have the least utility and

most potential for misuse of any of the targeting options and

exceptions.
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Grade hand nvera Intl as opposed to distr et overa ing In nn

reti1iz.

a grade band average will usually qual fy fewer el m ntary
Schools than a district average, and more high schools. Many

districts use the option of serving only elemenLary and middle

schoola, both in our sample and nationwide. Not all districts
realize, however, that by using a district average to target

elementary achools they can qualify more of those schools than by

using a grade band average.

option that In more powerf 1 than nome dist

The use of number versue p rcent poor can make a difference

school selection, since the use of number tends to favor schools

with larger enrollmenta such as high schools. Most districts,

nationally and in our sample, use the percent method.

Most districts use National Lunch Program data as their poverty

indicator, both nationally and in our sample. This measure is
readily available, is widely believed to be accurate, and in some

cases is required by SEAs. There appear to be some absolute dif-

ferences among poverty indicators, because use of lunch program
data appears to indicate a higher poverty level than use of other

data, at least at the elementary level. Use of census data tends

to 'moth out differences between elementary and high schools.

Several districts use school enrollment Instead of residence in a

school attendance area to rank all their achools. These dis-
tricts, for the most part, are involved in desegregation plans

which effectively abolish school attendance areas.

The LEA with fewer than 1,000 students opti n was little used in
our sample and is used nationally by about 6% of all Chapter 1

districts, according to preliminary OERI data. This appears to
be a useful option for small districts having more than one
school at a grade level.



The educational deprivation and comparable services optiona were

used by very few districts In the sample and seem unlikely to

make much di ference in the national distribution of Chapter 1

schoola.

Use of target ng options in a low to moderate poverty district

can increane the number of low poverty schools receiving Chapter

1 funda. It can rarely have thin effect in a high poverty

district, however, because moat schools in high poverty districts

have a h gh incidence of poverty. Thua, modification or even

elimination of opecific targeting options would have a much

smaller impact on the national program than would an alteration

in the types of districts eligible for funds.

22apLeerL'e_Elmsr2klri JEEL_Iasia

At the national level, Chapter 1 is overwhelm ngly an elementary

program, meaning that MOOt high schoolo are not receiving Chapter 1

funds. Are these high schools high poverty schools that should be

included in the program? Are lower poverty elementary schools receiving

funds at the expense Of needier high schools? Simulations using data

from one district in our sample revealed the following:

41'trIc

qualifying high schools

schools less poor overall.

typical, high schools in a district are lower than the

average in poverty, then Luling grade band averaging and

make the district's Chapter 1

If adding high ochools will require increasing the number of

children served in each Chapter 1 school by decreasing the total

number of schools qualified, Chapter 1 will be serving a higher

achieving group of students than it was before high schoola were

served.



From data in our sample, It apncars that the decfnion to 1nciud e

-igh schools in Chapter I should remaln n loenl one, nnd district('

should carefully evaluate the effects of inp1cmenting any such change in

targeting before making a dec alon.



IV. STUDENT SELECTION

Chapter Overview

Once districts have chosen the schools that wIll receive Chap

funds, the students who are to participate in the program are aeletted.

In this chapter we examine the process districts in our sample tine to

determine which atudents in Chapter 1 achools will participate in Chap

ter 1 reading programs at the elementary grades. Analyees presented in

thia chapter use data on atudents in graden 2 through 6, unless other-

ise noted. Few districts In our wimple have student-level data on

junior high/middle school students and fewer still have data on aecond-

ry level students. The small aize of the sample at the upper grades

and the fact that Chapter 1 students are primarily elementary school

students led us to focus on student selection for Chapter 1 at the

elementary grades.

The analyses are also restricted to exa one of student selec-

tion for Chapter 1 services in reading only. All 30 districts in our

sample have Chapter 1 reading programs, but not all have math programe.

Those districts that do offer Chapter 1 instruction in both basic skills

areas serve far fewer students in math than reading. Thus, we decided

to examine in detail the selection of students for Chapter 1 reading

services.

We show that Chapter 1 elementary students in our sample have

average reading achievement test scores nearly one standard deviation

below non-Chapter 1 students in the same schools and that the Chapter 1

students are among those in greatest educational need. In every dis-

trict in our sample except one, we find that there are elementary

studente in Chapter 1 schools whom their districts consider to be

educationally deprived who do not participate in Chapter 1. However, we

show that nearly half of this group rec,ives special services from some

other type of .education program. When all of the various categorical



programa available to the educationally depriv d afQ exam ned,

that nearly one-half of the districts in our sample have over

their educationally deprived

nd

of

nry atudents in Chapter 1 schools

participating in some type of categorical educntion program. Further-

more, the educationally deprived in Chapter 1 schools who are not served

by any program are a higher scoring group than those in Chapter 1, and

they tend to near° just below their distr 's cutoff score for Chapter

1 eligibility.

In our sample the methods of selectJng students for the program

generally fall into four categories. They involve selecting atudents

based on (a) test scores, (b) a single composite score derived from two

or more measures, (c) a two-step process involving test scores for

determining initial eligibility and a second factor (e.g., teacher

judgment) to determine final selection, and (d) a two-step process in

which teacher judgments determine initial eligibility and test scores

are used for final selection. By simulating the four methods, we show

that within districts students with very similar characteristics would

be Belected under any of the methods.

Districts in our sample do serve students in Chapter 1 who have

scored above their district's criterion for eligibility. Such students

generally score just above the cutoff score. The unreliability of tests

and the use of professional judgment to override assignment based on

the selection criterion alone account in part for the presence of these

students. In addition, the way in which districts in our sample use the

"formerly eligible" option seems to account for the retention in Chapter

1. of some former Chapter 1 students who score above the cutoff for

eligibility. Finally, the participation in Chapter 1. by districts in

our sample with high achieving populations (or low concentrations of

educationally deprived students) also tends to contribute to the number

of higher achievers being served by Chapter 1. These districts serve

their educationally deprived students at the same rate as other types of

diatricts; however, some of these districts include higher achievers in

order to fill openings remaining in their Chapter 1 classes.
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In our sample the e were some districts that 'Auld both higher pro-

portions of educationally deprived students not receiving nny categor-

ical service and higher proportions of higher achievern in their Chapter

1 programs. Although they did not share any common demographic fea-

tures, they do have other elements In common. In some of these dis-

tricts, the schools do not implement district p licy in a standardized

way. In other sites, there is no strict district policy and teachers at

each school are encouraged to use their judgment to decide who should be

served.

A Natione

What Are The Char-c

Pe

Cha_terj Studente

Nationwide about 10% of children received Chapter 1 services in

1983-84 with percentages from individual states ranging from 4% to 20%.

Of the 4.8 million Chapter 1 participants, 75% received instruction in

reading and 46% received inotruction in mathematics, the two primary

subject matter areas in which Chapter 1 services are centered.

A growing proportion of Chapter 1 students nationally are limit d-

English-proficient. In 1983-84, 12% of the program participants re-

ceived English instruction for limited-English-proficient (LEP) stu-

dents as a Chapter I service. The number of LEP students participating

in Chapter 1 has increased by 58% over the five-year period beginning in

1979-80.

While special Education students are estimated to represent 11% of

the national sehoolage population (U.S. Department of Education, 1984),

no national data are available as to the extent to which special educa-

tion students are present in the Chapter 1 program nationally.

3Un1ess noted otherwise, national statistics about Chapter
students are based on data repor ed by An erson and Stonehill 1986.



.urrent information about the proportion of Chapter 1 nta who

are from low-income fami len also la not available. However, 1976 data

on Title I students (Bregllo, et al., 1978) nhowed that the poverty

rates among Title I elementary nchool students were higher than for

elementary school children as a whole. About 41% of Title I elementary

students in 1976 were from low-income families compared to a figure of

21% for all public elementary school children nationwide.

Annual chlvemnt data on the reading performance levels

I/Chapter 1 students shown Chapter 1 elementary studenta achieving

the 24th percentile on the average, well below the 50th percentile that

marks the national average.

In the aection below, we present the characteristics of the Chapter

1 participants in our 30-district sample. While the 30-district sample

is not nationally representative (e.g., high-poverty districts are over-

represented in th,! sample compared to their proportion in the nation),

the small number of districts allows us to examine the characteristics

of Chapter 1 students in our sample in greater deail and, in later

Rea:Ions of this chapter, to link student selectiol nractices to the

characteristics of Chapter 1 students in our sample di7tricts.

Characteris the Chapter 1_Studepts in Our Sample

Ratio of Chapter 1 part cipation to enrollment levels. Table 19

p e ents the Chapter 1 population in the study sample as a proportion of

(a) the total district enrollment, including all grade levels and

schools; (b) the enrollment at the grades served by Chapter 1; and (c)

the enrollment in grades served by Chapter 1 in Chapter 1 schools. For

the 30 districts, Chapter 1 students represent 16% of the total district

enrollments, 19% of the students in the grades served by Chapter 1, and

27% of the students in grades served by Chapter 1 in Chapter 1 schools.

For all three types of proportions the percentage of students in Chapter

1 increases as district poverty increases. For instance, in the five
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low-poverty districts, Ch ptar 1 students are only 2% of district en-

rollment. In the six very high-poverty districts, Chapter 1 ntudents

represent nearly 20% of district enrollment.

In the high-poverty dintricts in our sample, nearly n11 schools at

the grades served by Chapter 1 are Chapter 1 schonls. Thus for these

districts the percentage of Chapter 1-enrollment -tides served 16 the

san k! an the percentage of Chapter 1 students in apter 1 schools, an

indicated in Table 19.

Table 19

Ratio of Chapter 1 Students to Various Enrollment Counts in Our Sample
by District Poverty Range

District
Poverty Range

Chapter 1 Students as a Proportion o

Districtwide
g_nrol_l_ment

a Enrollment nth
Grades Serv.d
by Chaptar_l_

Enroll ent inb
Chapter 1
Schools

Low to Moderate
(0 to 12%)

Medium
(13% to 20%)

High
(21% to 50%)

Very High
(>50%)

All

.02

.06

.18

.19

.16

.02

.10

.19

.28

.19

.11

.21

.27

.27

a
Figures are based on counts in district Chapri_r 1 applications.

b
Figures ar based on sample of grade levels in district data bases.

Ratio of Cha.ter 1 readin o math stt ents. Six of the 30 dis-

tricts in the samp e operate Chapter 1 reading programs only. The other

districts provide services in both reading and math. Within districts

that provide instruction in both subject areas, for every five students
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who are nerved H fire three studentn who pnr cipate In

math. For the

Chapter 1 math

Lim edH

able to provide

of their studc_

proficient.

, ratio of C enter 1 rending students to

ent tudents. In the 13 districts that were

-;) the limited-English-proficiency (LEP) statut.

, their Chaptvr 1 students are limited-English-

f LEP students in Chapter 1 range from less

thnn 1% to 95% across the 13 d stricts. For the same districts, LEP

students represent about % of the total enrollment In Chapter 1

schools.

Special e.ducatIon studepts. Tcnty-aeven of the 30 dintr

able to provIde data on student participation in special education. In

these districts, special education students represLnt 11% of the Chapter

1 participants. The percent of Chapter 1 students who are in special

education varies from zero to 42% across the 27 disrIcts. Tn our

sample, speclal education s udents are 11% of Lhe total enrollment In

Chapter 1 schools.

PovertT_rstze among_ Chapter l_students_in the_semple. In the 23

districts in our sample that provided student-level poverty data, 71% of

the Chapter 1 oarticipants are poor. In the same districts about 53% of

the students in Chapter 1 schools are poor. (While our sample of dis-

tricts includes a wide range of paver y levels, high-poverty districts

are overrepresented.)

Reading achievement level. The mean reading achievement score of

Chapter 1 elementary students in the sample is 37 NCEs or the 27th

percentile. Table 20 presents mean achievement scores for students in

the sample by grade. Mean scores of Chapter 1 students In our sample

are lowest for first graders (27 NCEs) and highest for third graders (39

NCEs).
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Table 20

Mean Ren4n
Stu ents

Achievement Scores of Chnper 1 Students and Non-Chapter 1
n Chapter 1 Schools Only, by Grade for 30-District Sample

Grade
# of

Distric

Non-Chapter_
D ffer-

nce
of Mean Rendinga

Students Score (NCE)
# of Mean Reading

Students Score (NCH)

1 7 795 27 2,393 55 28

2 18 3,845 34 11,456 59 25

3 20 7,459 39 15,728 57 18

4 24 4,557 35 14,513 55 20

5 24 7,441 38 20,021 55 17

6 21 4,656 35 17,055 54 19

All -6 28,753 37 71,968 56 19

NCEs, like perc ntiles, range from 1 te 99 with a midpoint of 50. Un-
like p rcentiles, they are assumed to be equal-interval scores.

In our sample of 30 dstricts, when Chapter 1 s udents are compared

to non-Chapter 1 students in the same school, Chapter 1 students have

lower mean reading scores at every grade (see Table 20). In general,

the Chapter 1 students in our sample score nearly one standard deviation

(21 NCEs) below the non-Chapter 1 students in the same schools.

Are There Educationall De rived Students
Who_Are Not Being_Served by Chapter 1?

Overview

Policy makers have been concerned that Chapter 1 services are not

reaching all the students the program is intended to serve. Questions

have been raised about the characteristics of the students who are

.served compared with other students who are considered educationally

deprived but do not participate. Of particular interest is the level of

educational need among these two groups.

A national study conduct,ed 10 years ago (8reglio, et al., 1978)

reported finding large parcentages of students who were eligible for
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Title I but were not served. Recent reanalynen of these data (Kennedy.
et al., 1986) showed that as many an 61% of the students In Title
schools having a basic skills total score at or below the 25th percen-
tile were not served by Title I in 1976. Considering all of the stu-
dents in Title I choola scoring at or below the 50th percentile an
estimated 70% were not participating in Title 1. These findings raise
questions about wh3ther current Chapter 1 services are reaching the
educationally deprived.

The legal framework of Chapter 1 gives local districts considerable
latitude in how they define who is "educationally deprived."
tempting to determine whether there are educationally deprived students
in the 30-district sample who are not being served by Chapter 1, we used
both a standard, uniform criterion across districts and a district's
local criterion in making an assessment. Regardless of the definition
of "educational deprivation" that Is used, we find that there are large
percentages of educationally deprived students in Chapter 1 schools who
are not being served by Chapter 1. However, we show that many of the
educationally deprived who are not in Chapter 1 are participating in
other types of categorical education programs, such as special education
or bilingual/ESL programs, Indeed, as will be discussed in more detail
below, for the districts in the Sample, the combined available education
programs serve all but 19% of those considered educationally deprived by
their districts, An examination of the achievement scores of educa-
tionally deprived students who are not participating in any program
reveals that they have higher scores than the educationally deprived
Chapter 1 participants and that nearly half of this group has scores
near the cutoff criteria that their districts have established for
Chapter 1 eli ibility.

How man educ n lly deprived students In Chapter 1 schools are not
being served b- Chapter 1

LEViltailltid_efiniti. It has become
almost traditional to evaluate Title I/Chapter 1 student selection by
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looking at the students who score in the loweat quartile and in the

bottom half of the national distr bution on a fiandardized test and

determining what proportion of such students participate in Chapter 1.

In the 30-district sample, about 37% of the elementary students in

Chapter 1 schools in the lowest quartile in reading achievement are not

being served by Chapter 1. In our sample, considering all students in

Chapter 1 elementary schools who scored at or below the national mean in

reading, approximately 52% do not participate in Chapter 1.

Locally determined_defini_tion of educationall: de-rived. In our

sample, not all students in the second quartile in reading achievement

are considered educationally deprived by their districts Only six of

the 30 sites use the 50th percentile as a cutoff score to define the

Chapter 1-eligible pool. Most of the districts have cutoff scores above

the 25th percentile (NCE of 36) and below the 50th (NCE of 50). The

frequency of use of percentile cutoff scores for Chapter 1 eligibility

in aur sample is shown in Table 21.

Table 21

Number of Districts in Sample Having Cutoff Scores in Each Percent le
Range to Select Chapter 1 Elementary Students in Reading

Percentile Number of District_
Ran e

50

45-49

40-44

35-39

30-34

25-29

< 25

in Samp e

6

2

8

3

3

3

2

Note. Total does not add to 30 because two districts had composite-
scores with cutoff scores that could not be converted to percentiles and
a third district had cutoff scores in grade-equivalent scores.
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By replicat ng the student selection procedures used by each

district, we find that approximately 37Z of thoae atudents in Chapter 1

elementary schools who are educationally deprived in reading according

to their district's definition do not receive Chapter T services (see

Appendix D for a description of these simulations). 's shown in Table

22, the percentages range across the 30 districta from a high of 83% to

a low of zero unnerved educationally deprived studentn.

Using a local definition of who is educationally deprived rather

than a uniform definition produces higher estimates of how well our

sample of districts is reaching the intended beneficiaries of Chapter

1. Nonetheless, even the application of local criteria indicates that,

on the average, as many as 37% of the educationally deprived students in

Chapter 1 elementary schools in our sample are not participating in

Chapter 1 reading programs.

4
Why are some educationally_deprived students in Chapter 1 schools not
1311170cipating in Chn21ELIMILIL_PIRREIAEE?

The presence of other categorical programs in Chapter 1 schools

shapes Chapter 1 participation, since some students eligible for Chapter

I are skipped because they receive service from another program. Pre
vious national studies that have not examined participation In programs

such as special education and bilingual/ESL, have shown large percent

ages of educationally deprived students remaining unserved. Data from

our sample suggest that many ot these student towever, are receiving

other forms of special service.

4The analyses reported throughout the remainder of this chapter use
local district criteria to determine who is educationally deprived.
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Table 22

Percent of Educationally Depr ved Students in Our Sample's Chapter 1
Elementary Schools Not Participating in Chapter 1 by District

According to District Achievement Level

District
Achievement
Level

District
Code

Educationally
Deprived

in Chapter 1
Schools

Educationally Deprived
in Chapter 1 Schools

Not in Chatcr 1

Low (46-47 NCEs)
J2 100 43

02 245 13

52 2,585 31

Ll 1,652 53

01 2,949 36

112 100 60

Medium (48-52 NCEs)
M2 326 33

Ri 1,247 60

CI 1,891 41

MI 1,446 46

51 8,312 34

El 126 75

Gi 792 68

C4 728 40

H1* 205 47

D2 6,005 37

S3 1,670 49

High (53-56 NCEs)
P2 1 694 54

/32 113 65

D1 8,700 ,21
55 383 56

L2 935 36

C5 220 81

Very High (57-66 NCEs)
P1 77 30
31 409 21

54 30 0

Jl 9 44

C2 100 72

56 61 3

M3 6 83

Note. Data are based on samples of grade levels that differ from dis-
trict to district and the definition of educational deprivation uses
each district's local criterion.
*Since H1 is the only high school district in the study, the figures are
for grades 7 and 8.
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SlIghtly over 80% of the students considered education 1 y deprived

by our sample districts participate In some type of categorical educa-

tion program. Students who are participants in a special education

program, a bilingual/ESL program, state compensatory education program,

or a Chapter 1 migrant program are less likely to participate in Chapter

1. Districts in our sample represent A variety of approaches to the

issue of students who are eli ihle fov multiple programs.

n the 27 distrIcts for which we had complete student program

participation data, 18% of the students whom their districts consider

to be educationally deprived participate in some type of categorical

program other than Chapter 1. Across the sample, the percentage of

educationally deprived who are not in Chapter 1 and are in some other

program ranged from zero to 44% Table 23 presents, by district, the

percentages of educationally deprived in each education program, ordered

by district achievement level.

The rightmost column of Table 23 shows for each district the total

cumulative percentage of those who are educationally deprived (using

local definitions) in Chapter 1 elementary schools who participate in

some type of categorical educational program. These cumulative per-

centages average 81% across the 27 districts for which we had complete

program participation data, and they range from 44% to 100%. Six of the

districts provide some type of categorical education program to over 95%

of the educationally deprived students in their Chapter 1 elementary

schools.

Fielationship _amcnil_ne_Tarticipants pf categorical Trograms. In

general, participation in other categorical programs such as special

education programs, bilingual education programs, and state compensatory

education programs decreases an educationally deprived (as locally

defined) student's chances of participating in Chapter 1 While it is

legally possible for students to participate in Chapter 1 together with

the other categorical programs for which they qualify (e.g., special
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TA le 21

f Educntlonniiy Deprived Students in Chapter 1 Einrnontnry Schno1 s
ved By Ench gorical Progrnm nnd Across Progrnms by District

Number Edelen-

tionnlly Deprived
:strict In Chapter 1
Ilievement flintrtct Elementnry
vel ool

J2

(46-47 NCE0) 02

52

LI

01

112

d um M2

(18- K1

Cl

MI

SI

El

CI

C4

111

02

53

gh P2

(53-56 NCEs) 82

D1

55

L2

C5

Ty High PI

(57-66 NCEs) 81

54

J1

C2

56

m3

not

Percent Not in Chnpter 1

n md in: Cumulative
- Percentage

gun] Mi- Served by

:Front p_r112merim
Percent in Spec.

Chaptey_l Eder.

100 57.0 4.0 39.0 100.0
245 86.8 0.4 87.2

2,585 68.7 13.5 82.2
1,652 46.9 16.0 62.9
2,949 64.1 14.8 2.7 81.6

100 40.0 0.0 40.0

126 66.6 9.2 75.8
1,247 40.4 29.2 4.9 9.0 83.5
1,891 59.4 5.1 64.5
1,446 54.5 4.1 19.8 98.4
8,312 65.5 6.6 72.1

126 25.4 11.1 28.6 73.0
792 11.9 19.3 7 74.4
728 59.8 DK ng
205 53.2 14.1 2.9 3.4 73.6

6,005 61.1 DK 11.0 DK
1,670 50.9 rix 5.7 DK

1,694 46.0 16.7 5.7 68.4
113 35.4 16.8 8.8 61.0

8,700 79.4 17.0 0.5 96.9
383 44.1 8.3 52.4
935 64.3 18.8 3.1
220 18.6 37.3 6.11 62.7

77 70.1 14.3 84.4
409 79.4 7.3 86.7
30 100.0 0.0 100.0
9 55.6 0.0 55.6

100 28.0 29.0 3.0 60.0
61 96.7 1.6 98.3

16.7 83.3 100.0



education, bilingual prot,rams), in pract ce many districts attempt to

limit or prevent the participation of LEP and special education studenta

In the Chnpter I program. Dintri t policies in our nnmp1' concerning

the participation of such studeLta in Chapter I nrc described inter in

hia section.

Using student-level datn from 12 of the largest districta in our

wimple, we computed multiple regression equations to help determine what

characteristics of students in Chapter 1 schools most affected whether a

student was a Chapter 1 participant. A variety of characteristics were

examined. They include the following: (1) whether or not a student

participates in (a) a special education progr (b) program(s) for

limited-English-proficient students, and (c) a state compensatory educe-

tiou program; (2) the student's NCE acore on a standardized reading test

(the scores of special education students are treated oeparately from

those of other students); whether the student is from a low-income

family; and (4) whether or not the student is classified as limited-

English-proficient.

The technical results of multiple regression analyses are presented

in Table A-8 in Appendix A. One of the major findings of these analyses

is that the lower the reading test score, the higher the chances of

being a Chapter 1 participant, except for special education atudents.

Participation In special education is generally associated with non-

participation in Chapter 1. Very low scoring and very high scoring

special education students do not typically participate in Chapter 1.

Students who participate in both Chapter 1 and special education tend to

score higher than educationally deprived students who are only in spe-

cial education, and lower than educationally deprived students who are

only in Chapter 1.

A second finding of these analyses la that being LEP increases the

likelihood of Chapter 1 participation but participation in a bilingual

program decreases Chapter 1 participation. State compensatory education



participation also decreases the likelihood of pnrt cipation in Chapter

1. Being from a low-income family increa en the likelihood

student will be a Chapter 1 participnnt.

Most districts offer a variety of services and programs_ in addition

to Chapter 1 to educationally deprived ntudents. Some of these nre

migrant education, Indian education, state compensatory education, bi-

lingual education, and special education services. Two of these service

categoriesspecial education and services to LEP students--occurred

with sufficient frequency In the study sample so that detailed informa-

tion wan collected to illustrate how selection practices for these

programs interact wi h s lection for Chapter 1 serv ces.

Policies about_ChspteT 1 services to LEP students. The 13 dis-

tricts in our sample that have LEP students reflect three approaches to

Chapter 1 participation by LEP students. Three districts have policies

to exclude LEP students from Chapter 1 or to limit each student to one

pullout program. Three districts have no formal policy at all. Seven

districts have policies to include LEP students in Chapter 1 and within

this group some use the Chapter 1 program to provide ESL instruction.

In many cases, however, within our sample of districts, the district

policy and the student level data tell slightly different stories.

The three districts with policies to exclude LEP students from

Chapter I are nevertheless serving LEP students nearly in proportion to

their presence in Chapter 1 schools (see Table 24).

The three districts in our sample with no specific policy on the

coordination of student selection for Chapter 1 and LEP services are

serving LEP students in slightly greater proportion than their presence

in Chapter 1 schools. In these three districts, students are selected

independently for ESL or bilingual programs and Chapter 1.
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Tahl

Percent of Chapter 1 Participants in Selected Dist
Sample Idcntlftcd as Limited-English-Proficient by

In Our
Ict Policy

District # of

Chapter
Participants
Who LEP

Chapter 1 School
Enrollment
That Is LEPzAre

Excludes LEPs 3 153 3.9 573 3.1

No Policy or 3 104 8.4 327 7.2
ordInstion

Includes LEPs/ 7 781 8.0 1,984 4.6
Coordination

Overall 13 1.038 7.0 2,884 4.3

The last group e` 3even districts within our sample attempts to

coordinate instruction of LEP students and Chapter 1 in a variety of

ways. Administrators at two of these sites state that only certain LEP

students are eligible--those who receive high scores on a language

assessment instrument and those who are being mainstreamed.

At the remaining sites, the Ch -ter 1 program is part_ally desi ned

to serve LEP students. In one district in which half of the elementary

school students are LEP, the entire Chapter 1 program at kindergarten

and first grade is designed for LEP students. Two other districts whose

LEP populatIons are around 7% of their enrollments also have special

Chapter 1 classes for LEP students. In the remaining two districts, the

primary reason for combining LEP and Chapter 1 services is cost effec-

tiveness. In these districts, small numbers of LEP students and/or

limited funding make it difficult to provide a separate program. Thus

in these sites LEP students are served by Chapter 1 teachers if no other

service is available, or aides supervised by Chapter 1 teachers are paid

to work with LEP students. As a group, districts that coordinate

Chapter 1 and services to LEP students have nearly double the proportion



of LE? students in their Chapter 1 program that they have in their

Chapter 1 schools.

Our sample of districts reflects a varIety of policien regarding

the participation of LEP students In Chapter 1. Whether or not a LEP

student participates in Chapter 1 18 determined to a gre t extent by

whether or not other resources (e.g., bilingual ESL) are available to

serve LEP students.

Poliejea aboot Chapter 1 services _to_apecia_leducat on students.

Our 30 sites illustrate two different approaches to handling the issue

of participation in Chapter 1 by special education students. In nearly

half the districts in our sample (14 of 30 districts) district personnel

believe that there should be no overlap in participation in the two

programs, while in the re-aining 16 districts some overlap is advocated

under varying eircumatances.

The 14 districts that maintain a policy of mutually exclusive

program part cipation in Chapter 1 and special education provide three

different rationales for this policy:

a belief that federal law exc udes special educatIon students

from Chapter 1;

a concern that participation
with three different teachers
student's detriment; and

two pullout programs and working
1 f agment the school day to the

a desire to reach greater numbers of needy students by limitIng
the participation of each student to only one program.

Some dist icts stated that no overlap was permitted between Chapter

1 and special education programs and gave descriptions of the imple-

mentation of this practice. In one site a case manager is responsible

for reviewing the educational needs of all students selected for both

programs and selecting the most appropriate program. In other sites,

when special education students are eligible for Chapter 1, they are

"skipped" in favor of students who are not served by any other program.



Other districts thnt mnintnin a no ove _np policy are lenn precise
in their expectations. Some stated their poIlL/ in terms of a "prefer-
ence" or A "practice but acknowledge4 that ccepti nn exist.
several districts explained that students who arc undergoing npecial
education naseasment can remain in Chapter 1 until the assessment is
complete. In one district, students con remain in both programs until
the end of the year. Special eduestion staff nt several districts
explained that some parents of identified special education students
refuse to let their children participate In special education classes.
In such cases, the students are frequently placed instead in Chapter 1
as a compromise.

Even when d1tricts have policies ag,inst students participating in
multiple programs, _n-district variation can be found. In one such
district, school personnel are unaware of their district's policy, while
in another district, there is variation across the Chapter 1 schools in
the extent to which they implement the district's policies of excluding
special education students from Chapter 1.

In the remaining 16 districts, some coordination of the selection
of students for Chapter 1 and special education services is planned (see
Table 25). In five districts, concurrent services are provided as long
as they are in different subject areas, such as reading in Chapter 1 and
math in special education. Four districts provide Chapter 1 services to
specified categories of special education students, such as the phys-
ically handicapped. In two districts, mainstreamed special education
students receive Chapter 1 services only if specified on their Individ-
ual Educational Plan (IEP). Three districts inflow service in both pro-
grams as long as the student meets the requirements for each program.
Finally, three other districts state that some students are served by
both programs but do not articulate an explicit policy.
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Table 25

ribution of Sample Districts According to Policie-
Selecting Chapter 1 and Special Fducation Students

Policy or Practice Number of eta('

No overlap between spec
and Chapter 1

education

Overlap among partic pants -110 ed:

14

- when programs provide instruction in
different subject areas
en special education atudeat are

in specified handicap categori s 4

- when each program'a requirements are met 3

- when required in the individual education I
plan of the special education student 2

- but no policy la articulated 3

a
One district is counted twice because it requires that only special
education students having particular handicaps may participate in both
programs and that the programs must provide services in different sub-
jects.

In these 16 districts the selection of students for Chapter 1 and

special education programs is Implemented in various ways. Two dis-

tricts have special service committees at each school to oversee program

selection and coordination. Many districts report using the IEPs of

special education students to avoid duplicating services in Chapter 1.

Several districts specify a priority for asaigning a student to a

program. For example, special education is to take precedence with

Chapter 1 services to be provided only if a propriate.

It is likely that school districts consider similar issues when

deciding whether atudents who are participating in state compens tory

education, migrant education, or other categorical programs should also

receive Chapter 1 services. (The special case of state compensatory

ellucation is discussed in greater detail in relationship to the option

of skipping students who are receiving cc,apeable services.) If what
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occurs with limited-English-profIcIent students and recipients oT spe-

cial education services iS illustrative, there will be considerable

variation in district practice, though a majority believe in applying

the rule of "one categorical program per student.

there educationoil de rived ntudentn who are not particltln
in_any type of=categori_cal program.?

Nineteen percent of the educationally deprived elementary students

in Chapter 1 schools in our sample Are not participating in any type of

categorical program. As a group they have a higher averape achievement

score compared to educationally deprived students in other programs, and

they tend to score near their district s cutoff score for Chapter 1

eligibility.

Systematic differences were found in the achievement levels o

various subgroups of educationally deprived students in the 11 largest

districts for which we had program participation data. Table 26 shows

that the educationally deprived in Chapter 1 elementary schools who are

not participating in any type of program are the highest scoring sub-

group followed by those participating only in Chapter 1. This table

also shows that educationally deprived students who participate it both

Chapter 1 and special education score lower th those who participate

only in Chapter 1, and educationally deprived students who are in

special education only score the lowest.

Forty-four percent of the unserved educationally deprived students

in Chapter 1 elementary schools score within 5 NCEs of whatever cutoff

score is ur:ed to define local Chapter 1 eligibility. This percentage is

based on data from 13 districts, excluding those where composites are

used for selection or where the size of the unserved group is too small

to provide a stable distribution. (See Table A-9 in Appendix A for

details of these 13 districts.) The distributions follow very similar

patterns across the districts. Typically, there is a group of students
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Table 26

n Achievement Level of Educationally Deprived Students in
Selected Sample D stricts by Type of Program

Educe ionally Average
Deprived Readies Score

Type of Pro ram N % NCEs Percenti

No program 8,048 23

Chapter I only 20,119 57

Special education and Chap er 1 2,278 6

5,015 1

35,460 100%

Special education only

Overall

34

32

28

26

31

22

20

15

13

18

Note. Data are based on 11_ of the largest districts in our sample that
had program participation inform ion, and educational deprivation is
locally defined.

who have very low reading scores they might obtain by simply guessing at

the answers, and there is a second larger group that scores within a few

points of the cutoff score. The remainder of the students are somewhat

evenly distributed across the scores above the chance level and below 5

NCEs of the cutoff. This distribution occurs regardless of where a

district sets its cutoff score. The frequency distribution of scores

for unserved educationally deprived students in district Cl is shown in

Table 27 to illustrate the pattern. In this district 55% of the un-

served students score within 5 points of the district cutoff score of 42

NCEs.

general, it appears that nearly half the educationally deprived

students in Chapter 1 elementary schools in our sample who are unserved

by any program score very close to the district-established cutoff score

for Chapter 1 eligibility. Thus, the Chapter 1 program may have been

filled to its desired size with lower-scoring students, or possibly some

form of professional judgment was used to make decisions about where to

place students with marginal scores. Similarly, professional judgment

may also be coming into play in excluding very low-scoring students
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Tabl- 27

rlbution of Reading Scoren (in NCEs) of Students In District Cl
o Score Below the Cutoff for Chapter 1 Eligibility and Do Not

Participate in Any Categorical Education Program

._.----
NCE Score
Readin

Number of Studen
Rece ving Sco- e

1 24
2 3
9 2

22
23 3
24 8
27 4

28 11
29 5
30 26

2

32 26
33 32
34 29
35 38
36 48
37 41
38 50
39 63
40 84
41 92
42 78

whose test scores are judged to be invalid. Additional data from two

districts presented below give other, probably common, reasons students

remain unserved--lack of room in the program, parental refusal adequate

classroom performance, and withdrawal from the school.

Addi -onal reasons not_ servin some of the educational_ly

geprived. For two districts in the sample, records are available that

indicate some of the additional reasons for not including a low-scoring

atudent in the Chapter I program. In district El, there are 80 students

eligible for Chapter 1 who are not participating in any categorical
program. Ten of these students were in Chapter I last year and are

1



performing well enough in the regular classroom thnt they receive

Chapter 1 services only on an occasional b nin. Thirteen are on the

waiting lint to receive Chapter 1 services and until openings become

available they are seen only periodically by Chapter 1 personnel.

Another 13 students either have parents who have nOt given approval to

participate, have moved, or are awaiting placement to some other educa-

tional program. The r-asons why the remaining 44 students are not

served are not no ed.

In distr et 01, explanations are available as to why 253 of the 619

students (41%) Ire eligible but not served by Chapter 1. Nearly 100 are

on a waiting list for Chapter I service. Additional small numbers of

students either have moved (six students), or have difficulty under-

standing English (55 students) so that they have not been included in

Chapter 1. nistrict 01 allows students who are referred by their

teachers to be retested in the fall if they scored too high on the

spring test to qualify for Chapter 1 but school staff believe that the

student should participate. Of the 619 unserved but eligible students

in district 01, 42% of them achieved eligibility based on their fall

retest score.

Information from these two districts about the reasons why some

eligible students are not in Chapter I illustrate the variety of circum-

stances beyond test score considerations that affect program placement.

It is likely that factors such as these influence program assignment

decisions in almost all districts.

Summary

Only one district in our sample serves all of the students in

Chapter 1 elementary schools whom it considers educationally deprived.

The other districts provide Chapter 1 reading services to a subset of

the students in their Chapter 1 elementary schools whom they define as

educationally deprived. Educ-tionally deprived students in Chapter 1
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el mentary schools who do not participate In Chapter I tend to be

participating in some other type of categorical education program or to

score near the cutoff for Chapter 1 eligibility. In our sample of those

atudents in Chapter 1 elementary schools locally defined as educa-

tionally deprived, 63% participate in Chapter 1, 18% _receive special

aervices from other educational programs, and 19% participate In no

special program. This latter group is the highest achieving group of

the three.

Does the Legal Framework Contribute to Some Educationall_
Deriv"Sti

Overview

The par of the legal framework that per ain to student selecti n

allow districts considerable flexibility in defining which students are

educationally deprived. In addition, student selection options are

available to districts to accommodate their special circumstances.

Policy makers have been concerned that the lack of clearly prescribed

standardized methods for selecting Chapter 1 students or misuse of the

atudent selection options may lead to discrepancies in targeting

services.

Districts in our sample are taking advantage of the flexibility

afforded by the legislation in their student selection practices. We

show, however, that within a district, the variety of selection methods

being used (e.g., test score only', test score followed by teacher judg-

ment, composite of scores) will result in similar types of students

being selected. Within a district, application of each of the four

basic selection methods we examined can produce groups of participants

having similar characteristics. Of the student selection options avail-

able, only two of the four options (i.e., comparable services and trans-

ferred participants), could contribute to eligible students not being

served. (The other two options are discussed later in terms of their
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contributing to the presence of higlwr chieve .) These options af-

fected so few students in our sample thnt they did not account for any

significant number of educationally deprived ntudents in Chapter 1

elementary schools not participating in Chapter 1 reading.

Do differences in the -tudent selection metheds _account for_some educ-
ationally deprived ntudent s not being served?

_

Four types of student aelectioti strategies are represented in our

sample. Simulations of the four strat

equally effective for identifying students who &re most educationally

deprived.

Indicate that they are

Districts in our sample differ in the proportion of the r popu

tions that they define as educationally deprived, ranging from 6% to
67Z. In general, the lower achieving the diatrict, the larger the

proportion of the population it defines as educationally deprived. A

correlation of -.66 was found between district reading achievement sco e

(which ranged from 46 to 66 NCEs) and proportion of students who a e

educationally deprived as defined by the district.

Encf_s_lsj..s_slstrateien. A review of student target ng

practices in our sample of 30 LEAs indicates that four student select on

strategies are represented:

Sele_ ion is based on test scores. All students scoring below
an establ shed value are eligible for service.

Selection is based on a sieRle composite score that is derived
from two or more such as: (a) scores on standardized achieve-
ment tests, (b) scores on criterion-referenced testa, (c) class-
room grades. and (d) teacher judgments.

Selnction is a two-step process. Preli inary eligibility is
based on test scores, and final selection is based on some other
factor such as teacher judgment.

Selection is a two-step process. Preliminary eligibility is
baaed on teacher judgments of need. Final selection is based on
test scores.
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Distinctions among these four melee on strategies are not slw yo

clear cut and variations within strntegy were frequently observed in our

30-site -ample. Some of these variations are worth discussing here.

Even districts that describe their selection practicea as based entirely

on test scores appear to consider other factors in the selection pro-

cess. At several site for example, etudents are retestedsuggesting

that the validity of

prisingly, some of the initially ineligible students became eligible

upon retesting. The students who ultimately receive services, however,

arc not entirely consistent with either Get of scores. Some other

judgments obviously are involved in the final selection proc

r initial scores wns questioned. Not our-

Table 28 presents findings from a national mail survey of Title 1

directors (Advanced Technology, 1983) showing the percentage of di

tricts that use various types of student selection practices. While

these groups do not correspond exactly to our four strategies, they do

give a national perspective on the incidence of slam student select on

practices.

Table 28

Percent of Title I Directors Nat onwide Using Various
Student Selection Strategies in 1981-82

Student Selection Strategy Percent

Combination of test scoees and teacher judgment,
emphasis on test scores

Combination of test scores and teacher judgment,
emphasis on teacher judgment

Combination of test scores and te_cher judgment,
with no emphasis on either

Test scores only

Parental Judgment considered

Other (all 4% or less)

31

29

16

15

8

11

Source: Advanced Technology, 1983, Local operations of Title I, ESEA
1976-1982: A resource book.
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In districta where composite ncoren derived by combining scores

from two or more measures (e.g., quantified teacher judgmentn and tent

scores) are used for selection, several different methods for goner ting

the composite were observedsome quite elaborate. In gener-1, the

intention is to give the components equal weight in the composite

although this goal ia achieved with varying degrees of success.

In our sample, sequential aelection procedures most frequently

involve test scores first, and then teacher judgments. One district,

however, defines dB eligible all students whose tost ncorvai fall heldw

the 20th percentile (except for some npecial and bilingual education

program participants) an well as those atudents between the 20th and

40th percentiles who are one or more "unite below grade level in their

classroom basal reading series. In this instance we treated classroom

reading assignments as a form of teacher judgment and classified the

selection strategy as one where eligibility is determined by test score

and selection by teacher judgment.

Teacher judgments are rarely used as the sole criterion for

selecting Chapter 1 participants nationally and within our sample.

Perhaps the closest to the exclusive use of teacher judgment in our

sample is the selection model used by only one of the 30 districts where

eligibility is determined by teacher judgment and selection from among

the eUgiblen ia governed by test score.

Simulated com.ariaon on strateies. When

districts can use any of four apparently different selection st ategies,

a question arises about the outcomes of the selection process. Within a

district, do the same students tend to be selected for service regard-

less of the particular strategy u9ed, or do different strategies result

in the selection of different students?

To investigate this issue, we simulated the four selection proces-

ses using the data base of single. district. To conduct a simulation
o
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11 four ntudent se1c-0 on strategies, we required two nets or tent

scores and one Independent net of teacher judgments for each student.

Only one of our 30 district-level data bases (S2) contained the needed
information. Fortunately, however, that data bane encompassed a large

number of students (3,603 In grades 3 through 6) and thus could provide

stable eatimates.

District 52, as a general rule, serves only those students who

score below the 30th percentile on a standardized achievement test.

Although -Its student selection procedures incorporate teacher judgments

as well as test scores, our simulation of the test-score-only atrategy
uaed the 30th percentile as a sharp cutoff. All students who scored
below that cutoff were classified as selected for Chapter 1 and all
students who scored above it were classified #30 not selected. Using
scores from the first testing, 1,583 (400 of the 3,603 students in

grades 3 through 6 in the eligible schools were classified as selected.

To simulate the strategy of selection on the basis of a composite

score, we constructed a composite that gave equal weight to teacher
judgments and test scores. Students were then ranked In order of their
composite scores. re then classified the 1,583 students with the lowest

composite scores as selected for Chapter 1 program participation.

To simulate the third student-selection strategy, we classified all
students who scored below the 50th percentile on the standardized

achievement test as Chapter 1-eligible. From that pool of eligible

students we then selected the 1,583 students whom teachers judged to be
in the greatest need of services.

To simulate the fourth student-selection strategy we simply

reversed the order of the two steps described above. We classified all

students who received teacher judgments below the median as Chapter 1-
eligible. From that pool of eligible students we then selected the

1,583 students who had the lowest scores on the achievement test.
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To ascertsin the impacts of the ncleetlon strategies, we examined

the teSt scores of the Parte group of studenta on a second testing. The

mean scores of the seleted students are virtually identical for the

four strategies--ranging from a low of 29.97 NCEs for the st-score-

only strategy to 30.81 NCEa for the third strategy (where eligibility is

based on test scores and subsequent selection on teacher judgment). The

difference, .84 NCEs, ia not statistically nignificant. The four tar-

geting strategies renult in the selection of equally low achieving

ntuden

The resulta are remarkably connistent across grade levels with the

maximum between-strategy differences being 1.03 NCEs at third grade, .66

NCEs at fourth grade, .47 NCEs at fifth grade, and 1.13 NCEa at sixth

grade. None of these differences in atatintically significant.

We also examined the numbers and percentages of selected students

who were minority and who were poor under each of the four selection

strategies. These data are presented in Table 29.

Table 29

Numters and Percents of Selected Students Who Were Minority
and Poor as a Function of Selection Strategy

Selection Strategy
Teat Only Composite Test/Judg_.

Typeyof Student N % N -% N

Minority 925 58 890 56 889 56 893 56

Poor 1107 70 1088 69 1085 69 1087 69

As can be seen from Table 29, the t -only strategy results in the

selection of a few more minority students and a few more poor students

than any of the other three strategies. Again, the differences are

small and not statistically significant. The consistency of the results

is interesting to note, however. When test scores are the sole selec-

tion criterion, more low achieving, minority, and poor children are
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selected for progrnm partio potion than when any of thi thro elect

strategies including teacher judgment is employed.

This eimulation involved the data base from only one district. If

all the necessory data were available to do this type of simulation in

other districts and the correlation between teacher judgment and test

score was as strong as in district S2, what might we expect to find? If

all four strategies were applied In a district whose students have very

different characteristics than those in district S2, the selection

atrstegies would still produce four groups of selected &tudents that

were similar to one another. However, these groups would hove char-

acteristics d fferent from those found in S2. Across different types of

districts the same selection strategy will identify students with d f-

ferent characteristica. Within districts, the different selection

strategies will produce groups having similar characteristics.

Of course, there are many aspects of actual student selection that

are not reproduced in this simulation. In the SimUletton cutoffs were

set on a computer and students selected starting from thic. lowest scoring

student and counting up to create the size of group desired. No atten-

tion was paid to whether certain students might be receiving other

categorical service, and the group was not allowed to grow or shrink.

Further, cutoffs were strictly adhered to, which rarely occurs in

reality. Thus, the simulation does not allow for the complexities,

errors, and decisions to overrule policy which one finds in any school

district. However, the simulation illustrates that, at least when

teacher judgment and test scores are strongly related, differences in

the four strategies themselves w ll not resul_ in different types of

students being selected.

Do the_srudent selection o t4ons contr bute to educationally _deprived
students not receiving service?

Comparable services option. In our sample only 2% of the educa-

tionally deprived students are skipped because they are receiving
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comparable service . Chapter 1 legislation does permtt those educa-

tionally deprived students who are receiving services comparable in

size, scope, and quality to those provided by Chapter 1 to be passed

over for service. The comparable services must be funded by non-federal

sources. This option is intended to be used to nvoid duplicntion of

vices to the same individuals.

The comparable services option applies to a limited number of

districts and educationally deprived students in our sample. In only

three of the 13 districts in our sample where state funds are made

available for compensatory education are comparable state-funded ser-

vices provided in Chapter 1 schools at the grades served by Chapter 1.

For these three large urban districts, the comparable services option

legally allows 11%, 23%, and 5%, respectively, of the educationally

deprived in Chapter 1 elementary schools in those districts to be

skipped. Though in an individual district, skipped state compensatory

education (SCE) students may be a significant number, across the 30

districts these SCE students represent only 2% of the educationally

deprived (locally de ined) in Chapter 1 elementary schools.

In the other 10 districts with SCE, the skipping option cannot be

used because either (a) the state funds are simply added to the general

funds that a district receives and no identifiable services are provided

nor are particular students identified for service (three districts),

(b) the state compensatory education program is at different grades from

Chapter 1 (fo districts), or (c) SCE is at the same schools and grades

as Chapter 1 but it provides different services (three districts). In

the latter case, one district uses its SCE funds to serve limited-

English-proficient students, the second district serves students who

fail the third grade proficiency test, and the third district serves

students who fail the state math competency test in grades 3, 5, and 8.

Transferred_participants opt4on. This option, especially designed

for districts undergoing desegregation, allows Chapter 1 services to
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follow Chapter I students who are assigned to a non-Chapter I school.
None of the districts in our sample was involved In reassigning students
to schools in the middle of the school yenr. The option was not being
used by any of the 30 districts.

Summary

The simulation indicates that the four strategies that we examined
for selecting Chapter I participants appear equally effective for iden-
tifying those students who are most edkicatinnally deprived. This find-
ing does not suggest that any change in student targeting regulations to
make student selection strategies uniform across districts would result
in improved targeting outcomes. It may, on the other hand, indicate
that districts that expend substantial time and effort implementing
elaborate student rating schemes and complex weighted composite scores
can use simpler procedures without jeopardizing the selection process.

Neither the comparable services option nor the transferred partic-
ipant option appears to be creating problems for student targeting. In
our sample these options are little used.

Participating in Chapter 1?

Overview

The presence in the program of students who are higher achievers
(i.e., score above the 50th percentile or score above their district
cutoff score for program eligibility) has been an issue of concern to
policy makers. In grades 2 through 6 nationally, an estimated 6.9% of
the students in Title I schools who scored above the national median
were in Title I in 1976 (Breglio, et al., 1978). This group made up
8.3% of the Title I students. Such students are also found among the
Chapter 1 elementary school participants in our 30-district sample.
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We find that the higher achievers in Chapter 1 elementary schools

in our sample generally score just above their di-- et's cutoff score

program restatefor eligibility. We ahow that their presence

from at least four factors. The first is the unreliability of selection

instruments, on which students do not obtain the same score on two con-

secutive testings or ratings. Errors in measuring student achievement

levels cannot be completely eliminated given the unreliability of tests,

rating scales, teacher judgments, and any other factors available for

assessing student performance. The farther a student score is from

he cutoff for eligibility the less chance of an error in making a deci-

sion about a student'a program assignment. However, the inability to

discriminate accurately between the educational need of those students

scoring just below and just above the cutting point creates a problem

for selecting tht appropriate students.

Second, the use of teacher judgments or other factors (e.g., basal

reading level, grade point average, etc.) to override assignment to the

program based on the selection score alone contributes to the presence

of higher achievers even when the judgments are a more valid Indicator

of need for the program. In some student selection strategies, these

other factors are considered with the test scores 439 part of a composite

score; in others, they are used in sequential order. Some students who

have higher test scores enter the program because their scores on the

other measures are low.

A thi d factor that contributes to the presence of higher achieving

students is what appears to be a misunderstanding in our sample about

the use of the "formerly eligible" student option. In our 30-district

sample, some of the students who are no longer educationally deprived

(according to their own district's definition), may continue to partic-

ipate in the program. According to the legislative framework, however,

the "formerly eligible" student selection option applies only to those

students who are still educationally deprived but no linger among those

in greatest need. In our sample, nearly 35% of the higher achievers who

participate in Chapter 1 are former Chapter 1 participants.



whose

Finally, in a later section, we find that districts in our sample

ge achievement levels are above the national average are

likely to have higher achievere tia a greeter proportion of their Chapter

1 students. In these districts, a mismatch betweer the number of

students who can be served by the Chapter 1 program and the low number

of educationally deprived students in the Chapter 1 schools results in

higher achievers participating in Chapter 1.

How many higher hieving elementary-levr , - r students
Chapter 1 reading programsin_our sample?

§tanderclizedndefin4tion_of_yeducationally cle.priyed. Across the 30

districts, we find that 5.8% of the etudents in Chapter 1 schools who

scored above the 50th percentile participate in Chaptet 1. Students

scoring above the 50th percentile represent 10% of the Chapter 1 par-

ticipants in our sample, ranging across districts from a low ef 0 to a

high of 43%. (See Table A-10 In Appendix A.)

Local_lyrdetermined_definitiono_f_educationally deprived.. Approxi-

mately 16% of Chapter 1 reading students in Chapter 1 elementary schools

in our sample scored above their district's criterion for eligibility.

On the average, the number of higher achieving Chapter 1 participants in

our sample is equivalent to two children per grade level per Chapter 1

school. Table 30 presents the percentage of higher achieving Chapter 1

students for each district in the sample grouped by district achievement

score. These percentages of higher achieving Chapter 1 elementary read-

ing participants in our sample districts range from 0 to 92%. Regard-

lesa of whether a uniform criterion or local criteria are used to esti-

mate the percentage of children in Chapter 1 who are not educationally

deprived, both estimates indicate the presence of such higher achievers

in the program.
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Table 30

Number and Percent of Chapter 1 Element ry Students In Our Sample
Who Are Higher Achievers

District
Achievement District
Levn Code

Chapter 1
Enrollment

Chapter 1 Studen Who
Are Hi-her Achfcvern

1 %

(46-47 NCEs)
J2 77 9 11.7
02 205 0 0.0
S2 2,332 556 23.8
Li 781 6 0.8
01 1,970 81 4.1

H2 56 16 28.6

Medium (48- 2 NCEs)
M2 217 0 0.0
R1 648 144 22.2
CI 1,318 194 14.7
MI 920 132 14.3
S1 5,699 252 4.4
El 37 0 0.0
G1 404 151 37.4
C4 459 24 5.2
H1* 162 53 32.7
D2 6,218 2,426 39.0
53 958 107 11.2

High (53-56 NCEs)
P2 1,160 380 32.8
B2 54 14 25.9
Di 7,474 568 7.6
55 208 39 18.8
L2 634 33 5.2
C5 82 46 56.1

Very High (57-66 NCEs)
P1 58 2 3.4
B1 390 65 16.7
54 53 23 43.4
Jl 7 2 28.6
C2 44 16 36.4
56 123 2 1.6
M3 12 11 91.7

Note. Higher achievers are students who score above their dis ct's
cutoff score for Chapter 1 eligibility.
*Since 111 is a high school district, the high school scores were
analyzed.



Who among the h1her achiev ic n C

Based on data from districts that use test score or test score

teacher judgment selection methods, we find that 45% of the Chapter 1

students who score above their district's cutoff score fall within 5

NCEs of the cutoff score, as shown in Table A-11 In Appendix A. (For

districts using composite scores for selection, the test scores of

higher achievers who are served are quite evenly distributed.) Typ-

ically, the distributions show larger numbers of students scoring near

the cutoff and the frequencies decreasing in a long tail as scores

become higher. In Table 31, data from district CI provide an example of

the frequency distribution of the scores of Chapter 1 participants who

are above their district's cutoff. Thus, as with unserved eligible

studento, most higher achieving students participating in Chapter 1

obtain scores very close to their district's cutoff score.

Table 31

equency Distribution of Scores of Chapter 1 Students
Who Score Above the District Cutoff in District Cl

NCE Reading
Score

Number Receiving
the Score

43
44
45

46
47

49

50
51

52

53
54

55

56
57

60
61

66
69
79

20
31

30
17

20
10

14

10
4

5

3

3

9

5

1

1
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What accounts for the resence of hlgher nch evers nmon Chapter 1 par-
ticipants?

thl_reliabilit of selection instruments. No matter how strictly a

district may attempt to exclude students scoring above a certain cutoff

pOint from Chapter 1, when students are retested or are rated, some of

them will always obtain scores above the cutoff. The change in a stu-

dent's score stems from the unreliability of the selection instruments.

If tests or grades or ratings were perfectly reliable, s udents would

achieve the same number a seeond time as on the first, assuming no

intervening treatment.

Unfortunately, measures of educational need are never perfectly

reliable. it is always the case that when subgroups of students arc

selected for the Chapter 1 program on the basis of scoring below some

selection criterien, upon reassessment, their mean score will be closer

to the average score of the group from which they were selected than it

was on the initial assessment. Stated another way, students selected

because they had low scores will tend to score higher on a retest. This

phenomenon is purely statistical and has nothing to do with anything

that may have happened to the students between the two test administra-

tions.

The simulations conducted using data from district S2 provide an

illustration of the effect of test unreliability. When a strict 30th

percentile cutoff on the first test was used to select Chapter 1

students, 21% of these students scored above the cutoff on the second

testing, zri- 7, scored not only above the cutoff, but above the 50th

percentli

The unreliability of tents and all other types of available

measures All always result in some apparently ineligible students being

served. The proportion of served students who score above the 50th

percentile will be higher for less reliable instruments. Since tests
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used for younger children are gene ally lens reliable than those lined

for older children, the problem of apparently ineligible students being

served will be more prevalent ot the early grade levels.

Professionsl judgmente_ end ether per17.test score factors_. Even in
the districts in our sample where the district policy is to assign
students to Chapter 1 baaed solely on test perf- mance, teachers and

other education staff exercise their professional judgment and overrule

program assignments determined by test score alone. This practice is

not an undesirable one, especially when it enables teachers and other

professionals who detect invalid scores to remove students with spuri-

ously low scores from the selected group and to include students with

spuriously high scores who have been omitted.

We found three general methods of employing additional measures of

educational need. The first, and most quantifiable, is the use of

uniform rating or ranking procedures in which teachers esessments of
their students' educational need are recorded using the name standards

and criteria for all students. The structure and format of these rating

scales vary from district to district, and they may be mathematically

combined with test score data or used simply as an additional considera-

tion in determining which students will participate in the Chapter 1
program. In two of the districts in our sample that had a standardized

districtwide method for teachers to rate students, the correlations

between the test scores and teacher ratings of the students were around

.7, indicat ng a strong relationship between the two measures.

The second method involves the systematic consideration of a

limited set of additional indicators to refine or validate the test
score results. While these seldom result in a single quantified rating,

they are syste- tic in that the same set of indicators Is considered for

each student.

1 4
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The third method in one In which infomation other thon a

e is brought to bear on student targeting, but is idiosyncratic to

particular student under conaideration. This occurs most often when

a teacher believes that a student'a score is not an accurate

ent of his/her educational need. This can and does occur in both

directions. That is, teachers can recommend that a atudent who is not

considered educationally deprived be.admitted to the Chapter 1 program;

or that a student who is considered educationally deprived not be

admitted to the Chapter 1 program. In aome districto, a r'a

recommendat on ia sufficient to effect this change. In others, some

form of objective evidence is required. In either case, the procedures

and measures are not the same for all students.

District C2, a large suburban district in our sample, illustrates

the use of idiosyncratic teacher judgments. Students scoring below the

40th percentile on a standardized test are considered eligible for

Chapter 1. In one of the elementary schools in C2, there are 26 stu-

dents in the Chapter I program. Of these, eight aeored above the 40th

percentile on the eelection test. Student identification codes and

actual teat scores of these students are contained in Table 32, along

with the reasons for the selection decisions given by the Chapter 1

teacher in that school. The reasons reflect the variety of types of

information taken into consideration in deciding to place a higher

achiever in Chapter 1.

Of the eight students who were in the program but were not in

tially considered educationally deprived, the most common reason was a

lack of confidence in the selection test results. In each case, retest-

ing with another standardized test confirmed that these students were

far more educationally deprived than was indicated by the results of the

first testing. Two of the students were described as "in transition"

from special education to the regular classroom. Both had been diagr

nosed as learning disabled while in special education and were believed

to need another year of special%instruction before returning to the

1 7
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Table

Examples of Teacher Judgmentn That Form d the Basin fo
Higher Achievers in Chapter 1 in One School in Our

Plncing
mple

Student Percentile
Code Score d mentn

111 51 0verachtover very motIvated. Recently left
Special ducnt1on, diagnosed as learning
disabled.

112 67 Wide discrepancy between V cab _ry (75%i1e)
and Comprehension (20%11e). Ne ds help with
Comprehennion.

48 Had been In Special Education as learning
dinabled student. In Chapter 1 for only A few
months.

114 78

115 48

116 48

Score is way too highcheating. Retested at
3%ile under monitored conditions.

Slow le rner. Retested at 22%11e Vocabulary
and 14% le Comprehension.

Data error. Is not in Chapter 1. Does excellent
classroom work, highly motivated.

117 42 Abeent a lot, slow in class. Retested at 12th
%Ile Vocabulary and 12th Zile Comprehension.

118 53 Special request for Chapter 1 assistance with
writing and spelling. Classwork totally
illegible.

regular classroom. Of the remain ng tfr..ve students, one was simp

coding error on the data base--this student was not a Chapter 1 partic-

ipant; another waa referred by a classroom teacher for special help in

spelling and handwriting because he could not produce any written work

that was legible; the last scored well below the cutoff in reading

comprehension (20th percentile) but very high In vocabulary (70th

percentile), resulting in a total reading score which slightly exceeded

the cutoff. Because the Chapter 1 reading program in district C2
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emphnnizen comprehension, the teacher recommended him for Chnpter I

service denpite the high (wore on tbe vocsbulnry nubtest.

Summary

The two primary reasons for the preaence of npparent h gh _

achievers in Chapter 1 elementary school rending programs in our sample

are the unreliability of selection measures and the use of professional

judgments and other non-teat factore In student selection. The mean of

a group of students aelected because of low tent scores will tend to be

ightly higher if they fire retested, thris occoonting for some higher

achieving students qualifying for the program. itatinge of etudente by

teachers have a high but imperfect correlation with test scoren. There-

fore, teachers invariably will want to exclude some atudents with low

scores that they perceive as not needing extra help, and include tu-

dents with higher scores who are perceived as needing help. In later

sections of this chapter we demonstrate that two other factors, the

formerly eligible option and the participation by some districts with

low concentrations of educationally deprived students, also contribute

to the presence of higher achievers in Chapter 1.

Do Student Selection Optiona Contribute to the
Presence_2L_Higher_Achievers_ip Chapterj?_

Only two of the four atudent selection options could contribute

directly to the presence of higher achievers in the program: the for-

merly eligible option and the schoolwide project option. (The other two

student selection options were discussed earlier in terms of contrib-

uting to educationally deprived students being missed by Chapter 1.) A

misunderstanding of the formerly eligible option by many districts in

the sample contributes to higher achievers participating in Chapter 1.

Over one-third of the higher achievers in Chapter I were Chapter 1

participants the previous year.
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The iwboolwide project option potentially could coetribnte

presetice of higher achlevern in the program. However, the option

used by only one school in the 30-dintrict nnmple and thus did not

account for higher nehievern among the Chapter 1 ntude-tn in our nample.

The Formerly _El b Option

The formerly eligible opt on allows students who were in grea
need In any previous year to continue to be nerved as long as they
continue to be educationally deprived. This option allows districts to

maintain ue,:ice to former Chapter 1 students whose achievemen has

improved. However, the option requires that such students m'ist t.0 be

educationa ly deprived.

Mont district Chapter 1 ntaff in our nample tend not to use this

option in the way prescribed by the legislation. Students to whom the

option is applied are typically students who above their dis-

trict's eligibility criterion and were in Chepter 1 the previous year.

Twenty-three Jistricta provided information on which students

participated In Chapter 1 the previous year as well as which students

part cipate in the current year. Of those Chapter 1 elementary students

who score above their district cutoff, about 35% of them had been
Chapter 1 participants the previous year and presumably qualified for

the program during that year.

Applying the formerly eligible option tO students in this fashion

is analogous to the formerly eligible school selection option in which
former Chapter 1 schools whose poverty levels fall below their dis-

trict's average may continue to receive Chapter 1 funds. The intent of

the School selection option is to provide continuity of service in

schools that would be otherwise ineligible because of minor or temporary

fluctuations in the poverty level in the attendance area's population.

Similarly. Chapter 1 personnel in our sample described the "formerly
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eligible" student option an allowing them to provide a con inuity of

educational progr mn to Atudents who would be otherwine ineligible

because of minor fluctuations in their achievement scores, given that

nearly half (45%) of the higher achieving Chapter 1 tudentu score

within 5 NCEs of their district's off score. This minapplication of

the formerly eligible option may account for nearly 35% of the higher

achievers who participated in elementary level Chiprer 1 reading

programs in our sample.

Schoolwide_ Project Option

In our wimple the achoolwide project option in not contributing

significantly to the presence of higher achieving students in Chapter

1. In schools in which 75% or more of the children are from low-income

families, all the students in the school may receive Chapter 1 program

services if the district conforms to certain other legal requirements.

In our 30-district sample, 85 schools in 11 of the districts have pov-

erty levels of 75% or higher. Only one of these schools has a school-

wide Chapter I project. It is a rural school with a poverty level of

81% in which the average achievement level schoolwide is 38 NCEs (or the

28th percentile).

Nationwide few of the relatively small number of schools that

qualify for the schoolwide project option use it. A survey conducted by

NCES in 1979 (National Center for Education Statistics, 1979) found that

only 5% of the districts that participated in Title I had schools that

could qualify for the schoolwide option. Only 25 schools had or ex-

pected to have a schoolwide project during the 1979- 0 school year.

In simula'tions presented below, we show that the thin-dis r ct

effect of introducing schoolwide pr jects is likely to be more pro-

nounced in a small district than in a large district. Within districts,

the overall effect of greater use of the schoolwide project option on

the characteristics of Chapter 1 participants would depend on what types
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of schools and sttdents currently in Chspt,r I would no longer be _nerved

nnd what types of new students would become Chapter 1 students becaune

they are in the schoolwide project schools. Nationally, greater use of

the option is not likely to change the characteristics of program stu-

dents because too few Chapter 1 schools are affected to make an Impact

on national statistics.

Schoolwide projects in ajerstils:trict. We conducted a simulation

the schoolwide project option using data from one of the largest

districts in our sample. The district has 95 elementary schools, 11 of

which have poverty levels of 75% or higher. We compared the poverty

level nnd achievement distribution of current Chapter 1 students with

those that would be selected for Chapter 1 if the schoolwide option was
used. We examined three different school/student selcction strategies

In which the schoolwide option is used. Under strategy one, the stu-
dents in the 11 schools that qualify for a schoolwide project were

simply added to the present Chapter 1 program, thereby increasing the

total number of participants from 7,580 to 9,280 students.

Under a second strategy, starting with the current Chapter 1 school

ranked lowest in poverty and moving upward, we deleted Chapter 1 schools

until the total number of Chapter 1 students that remained matched as

closely as possible the number presently served by the district.

resulted in 27 schools being dropped from the Chapter 1 program with a

total of 7,631 students being served.

This

The third strategy retained all the currently served schools and

eliminated the 1,700 highest scoring current Chapter 1 students in

non-schoolwide project schools so as to keep the total number of Chapter

I students equal to the number currently served. Results of these

s mulations are shown in Table 33.
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Characteristics of

Table 33

ent Chapter 1 Students Co p
Simulations of Three Strategies for Adding Schoolwide Projects

Chapter 1
Student Char-
acteristics

Current
Program

Schoolwide Projects Added:
No Other
Changes

Lowest Poverty
Schools Deleted

highest Achieving
Students Deleted

Total # Students 7,580 9,280 7,631 7,580

Total # Schools 90 90 63 90

Percent Poor 65% 67% 71% 70%

Mean Reading
Score (Percentile) 27 32 32 28

Note. Simulations are based on data from one large district.

All three p tterns of introducing schoolwide projects into this

district would result in higher poverty levels among the participants,

ranging from A slight increase of 2 percentage points when students in

schoolwide projects are simply added to the present Chapter 1 population

to an increase of 5 or 6 percentage points in the other configurations.

the addition of schoolwide projects, the average achievement

level of selected students remains relatively low. It increases

slightly from the current 27th percentile to the 28th percentile when

the highest achieving students are deleted, and reaches the 32nd

percentile in the other two strategies.

The big difference in achievement between the cu rent Chapter 1

population and those in the simulations is in the distribution of the

reading scores, as can be seen in Table 34. Currently only 50 students

out of the 7,580 in the Chapter 1 program score above the 50th percen-

tile. Under each of the three simulations the proportion of partici-

pants who would be scoring above the 50th percentile increases from 1%

o about 13%. Nearly 1,054 of the 1,700 students who would enter

Chapter 1 by virtue of attending a school that qualifies for a school-

wide project score above the 50th percenti e.

123141



Ta 1 14

Distributions of Reading Achievement Scores Comparing Current Chapter 1
tudents With Three Strategies for Adding Schoolwide Projects

Percentile
Score Ran a

Current
Proram
N

< 25th Zile 3,033 40

> 25 and < 50 4,497 59

> 50th Zile 50 1

Total: 7,580 100

Note Figur are based
.._,

Table

Schoolwide Pro ects Added:
No Ohir _wet Poverty Highest Achieving
ChnnesSchooln Deleted Studentn Deleted
N N ft N

3,210 34 2 647 35 3,210 42

4,966 53 3,891 51 3,314 44

1,104 12 1,093 14 1,057 14

9 280 99 7,631 100 7,581 100

on data from the name large district used in

A sImIlar simulation done with data from a district that has mo--

Chapter 1 students scoring above the 50th percentile might show 1 ttle

change in the distribution of achievement scores. In such a case the

number of current Chapter 1 students above the 50th percentile could be

deleted to counterbalance the addition of those students with similar

high scores attending schools with schoolwide projects.

Scboolwide_project_s in a small distric.t. In a small district, the

additional students that would enter a Chapter 1 program if a schoolwide

project option were used could have much bigger effect on the average

reading score of the Chapter 1 students in that district. For instance,

in a small district in our sample, all the schools are Chapter 1 schools

and 4 out of 5 of them qualify for the achoolwide project option. If

the option were exercised, the average achievement level of Chapter 1

elementary students in this district would approach that of the dis-

trictwide average. For this district, when sehoolwide pro ects are

adopted, the mean achievement score would increase from 40 NCEs for

present Chapter 1 students to 46 NCEs, the district average for elemen-

tary students. The poverty level among Chapter 1 students would remain

at its current level of 97%.
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A simulation of the option In a large district and in n nmall

district illustrates that use of the option can produce more of a change

in the characterist es of Chapter 1 participants in a small district

than in a large district. A small district is limited in its ability to

offset the chnracteristics of the students added by schoolwide projects

by changing other school or student selection practices. The average

achievement level of Chapter 1 studenta would bo likely to increase when

small, poor districts use the option. In large districts, however,

the average achievement level of the participants could change very

little, even though more higher achievera from schoolwide projects

became Chapter 1 participants. The use of the option can Increase the

poverty level of Chapter 1 participants in large distr_cts depending on

the proportion of its schools that could qualify for schoolwide proj-

ects.

Summary

Theoretically, the option that could contribute the most to the

number of higher achievers in Chapter 1 is the schoolwide project

option, which results in all students being served in a school that has

a poverty level above 75%. In the study sample, only one out of 85

eligible schools elected to use this option. Because of limited use and

the high correlation between school poverty and achievement both in our

sample and nationally, the existence of this option does not appear to

account for many of the higher achievers in Chapter 1. Within a dis-

trict, the effect of an increase In the use of the option would depend

on what other school and student selection practices were changed (If

any) to counteract the introduction of the additional students from

schoolwide projects. Widespread use of the option nationally is un-

likely to increase the average achievement level or the poverty rate of

participants because there are so few schools in the nation that can

qualify for the option.
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the formerly eligible option were applied correctly In our

sample districts,

achievers in Chapter 1 at these sites. Districts that misunderstand the

law end assume that the option operates the same way as the school
selection option include some students whose test scores were, but are
no longer below the cutoff for Chapter 1 eligibility. According to test

score criterion alone, these higher achievers should not be in Chapter
1. It is probable that the effect of strict adherence to the law would

be small, however, because the test scores of most higher achievers who

participated in Chapter 1 the previous year are close to the cutoff.
Thus, teacher judgment about these students might result in some of
these apparent higher achievers continuing to participate in Chapter 1.

would not contribute to the presence of higher

Are There Part cular Types_ of Schools or Distr. cta in Our Sample That
Are Serving Riper Achievers,_ Skipping Lower Achievers,_or Both?

Overview

In our sample, we found no relationship between the number of
educationally deprived students not participating in any categorical

program in a Chapter 1 elementary school and the ach evement level or

poverty level of that school. At the district level, neither district

achievement nor district poverty is related to the number of unserved

educationally deprived students in Chapter 1 elementary schools.

The achievement or poverty level of schools within districts in our
sample also is not related to higher achievers participating in Chapter
1. However, by examining Chapter 1 schoo across the districts in our
sample we find that for schools having similar mean achievement scores,

the schools that are less poor are more apt to have a greater proportion
of higher achievers in their Chapter 1 programs. In addition, at the

district level, districts in our sample with high average achievement

scores contain greater proportions of higher achievers in their Chapter
1 programs than other types of districts. In our sample, we show how
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the presence of high achieving districts contrIbutes to h Aber achIevers

being nerved by Chap

W__hin the dIstrIcts _n our sample, there Ia no rel tionsh_p be-

tween the number of unnerved educationally deprived students in a

Chapter 1 elementary school and the number of higher achieving Chapter 1

students in the school. We found no pattern within districts of schools

skipping students who scored below their district's cutoff score for

eligibility and instead serving students who scored above the cutoff.

However, there are districts relative to others in the sample that have

(a) high proportions of educationally deprived students not served by

any program and (b) high proportions of higher achieving =students in

Chapter 1. These districts do not have a uniform student selection

policy, or the policy that exists is not implemented uniformly across

schools. District urbanicity, size, student selection method, and

poverty are unrelated to these apparent inequities in student selection.

Are there particular_types_of Chapter_l schools or districts that have
more unserved educationally deprived students than others?

Chapter 1 schools. WithIn the 10 dIstricts in the sample having 10

or more Chapter 1 elementary schools, we found that the number of educa-

tionally deprived students who are not served by any type of categorical

program e.g., Chapter 1, special education, state compensatory educa-

tion) is unrelated to school poverty or school achievement.

Mu t ple correlations were calculated using school enrollment, the

average achievement level of the school, and the percent poor in the

school (as measured by participation In the National Lunch Program) to

predict the number of educationally deprived students who are unserved

by any program. The multiple correlations ranged from .22 to .87, and

across the 10 districts they averaged .58. For most districts in this

subsample, there was no relationship among school achievement and school

poverty and the ndMber of educationally deprived in the school not

served by any program.
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In our snmple, the rverage achievement sco e of a din-

trict and the poverty level of a dintrict are unrelated to the per-

centage of educationally deprived atudents not being nerved. The cor-

relntion between district achievement and percentage of educationally

deprived who are not nerved is - 14. The correlation between district

poverty and percentage unnerved is -.09, indicating no relationship

between these two facto

Are there particular _types of Chapter l_schools or_di_stricts that have
more highor_achiever? in theirpopt_l_l_11.2vam?

alLittAK_LA5lisnit. Within diatricts in mov sample, neither the

poverty level or achievement level of a school io related to the number

of higher achievers participating in Chapter 1. Across districts, for

schools of simflar achievement levels, the poverty level of schools in

our sample is related to the number of higher achievers in the Chapter 1

programs of the schools. Given two schools having similar achievement

levels, the one that is less poor is more likely to have a greater

percentage of higher achieving Chapter 1 participants.

Districts. Across the 30 districts, a moderate positive relation-

ship (correlation of .48) was found between districtwide achievement and

the proportion of Chapter 1 participants who are higher achieving.

District poverty was weakly related to participation rates by higher

achievers (correlation of -.26).

Two districts in our sample with high achiev ng populations

illustrate how high achievers have entered their Chapter 1 programs.

District 113 has a high achieving student population in which the average

achievement districtwide is 66 NCEs. The cutoff score for Chapter 1

program eligibility is set at an NCE of 50 (or the 50th percentile), and

of the 108 students in kindergarten through grade 4, there are six who

score below the 50th percentile. Of these six, one participates in

Chapter 1 and the other five are served by special education. Chapter 1
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nerves a tot 1 of 12 students at these same grtde levels. The progrrnll

includes the one non-special education student scoring below the na-

tional average and 11 more who score above it.

A similar aituation is found in district 54, a large suburban

district with a high achieving population. All 30 students who attend

the one elementary achool targeted for Chapter 1 and who score below the

50th percentile are participating in the program. Chapter 1 serves 23

additional students, all of whom score above the 50th percentile.

Districts such as these wish to operate programs that meet local

standards of size, scope, and quality. The average performance of

students in the die rict is well above the national average. To fill

the slots available in the Chapter 1 program, the districts must seek

students who are above the 50th percentile.

In large districts with high achieving students, there is the

possibility school selection pracices might be changed to decrease the

proportion of higher achieving Chapter 1 participants. For instance, in

district 54, by including more of the Chapter 1-eligible schools in the

program and serving fewer atudents in each of the schools, a lower

scoring group could have been selected for Chapter 1. (Appendix E

presents a simulation showing how the average achievement level of

selected students increases as the proportion of students selected in a

school increases.)

Are there particular types of schools or districts that serve high
achievers and skip lower_achievers?

Chapter 1 schools. Chapter 1 schools in our sample are not skip-

ping lower scoring students and serving higher scoring students in their

place. These are independent events. Schools that are unable to pro-

vide some type of categorical education program to all their education-

ally deprived students are different schools from those that serve

students who are higher achieving.
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With n districts, almost no relationship was found between a school

serving higher achieving students end not serving lower achieving ones

with some type of program. For the 10 districts with large numbers of

schools for which we have complete program participation data, the

absolute value of the school level correlations averaged .07, ranging

from .03 to .58.

Districts. Districts that verve higher achievers and slap lower

achievers are ones in which (a) the criteria for being selected for

Chapter 1 vary from school to school or (b) schools do not follov din-

trict policy. The distribution of the districts In our sample according

to the proportion of educationally deprived students served by some

program and the proportion of higher achievers participating in Chapter

1 is presented in Table 35. Seven of the districts have both a low

percentage of their educationally deprived students receiving some type

of program service and a high percentage of higher achievers in Chapter

1 rlativ e to the other districts in the sample. These are the die-

trtcts counted in the bottom right corner.

Table 35

Districts In Our Sample Distributed by Percent Higher Achievers
in Chapter 1 and Percent Educationally Deprived

Served by Some Type of Program

Per ent of Educationally
Deprived Served by
Some P o ram

Percent of Higher Achievers n Chapte- _ _ _ _
Low Moderate High

0 10-20% > 20%

High
> 95%
> 80 to 95%

od-- e

70 to 80%

Low
60 to 70%
< 60%

1

1

2

2

4

3

Note. Three districts are not included because they had no da
special education participation.
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The neven dintrletn with ntudent arlection discrepnncien noted

the bott ht hand corner of Table 35 reprenent a diverne group, an

is apparent from the information in Table 36. All but one district of

the seven hes an achievement level above 50 NCEs; however, they do not

ahare the dame urbanicity, enrollment size, poverty level, or method of

selecting Chapter 1 students.

Table 36

Characteristics of the Districts in the ple That Served
ligher Achievers and Skipped Educational y Deprived Students

Elemenrary_Studen.t.ol

Average
Reading Student % Educationally

Size/ Percent Score Selection Deprived in
Urbanicity_ Poor Model Chapter 1

% of Chapter 1
Students Who
Are Higher
Aehieving

Large Urban 26

_(NCEs)

53 Teat score 46 33

Large
Suburban

3 63 Test score with
teacher judgment

28 37

Medium Rural 23 56 Test score with
teacher judgment

17 56

Medium Rural 23 55 Test score with
teacher judgment

44 19

Small Rural 31 52 Composite 35 26

Small Rural 72 47 Composite 40

Based on discussions with staff in these dis -icts both at the

district and school level, a common philosophy that characterizes the

majority of these seven districts is a reliance on unsystematic judg-

ments in the schools to determine program placement. While other dis-

tricts in the sample have also emphasized teacher judgments, six of

these seven districts have not been prescriptive in defining uniform

criteria for rating students across schools within the district. The

seventh dist ict has been hi hly prescriptive and haa developed 0
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complex method of igh ing a vortety of factors nnd combining them

ti componite selection score. However, local school staff appear to

disregard these compos ncorea in selecting students for the progrn

For gil seven dist lets, individual schools or even teachers within

schools use independent criteria and different types of information to

make judgments about placing etudentn in Chapter 1. Wien, a in our

analyaes, characteristics of the actual Chapter 1 partIcipants are come-

pared with the characteristics of thane who would have been aclected if

districtwide criteria were uniformly applied, discrepancies nre found.

In the case of these seven diatricts, Chapter 1 is serving smaller p

centagen of those students who score below thel districtwide criterion

for eligibility and larger percentages of those students who score above

it. Differences among schools or among teachers within schools in the

appl cation of district policy governing student eligibility for Chapter

1, or the lack of a districtwide policy, produces these reau ts.

Chapter Sum

Factors_Influencing the Selection_ of Chapter 1 Students

One of the most important findings of this chapter is that while

Chapter 1 is the program that serves the largest percentage of the

educationally deprived (as defined by each district) in the Chapter 1

elementary schools in our sample, other categorical programs also

provide services to this group. Slightly over 80% of the educationally

deprived students in the Chapter 1 elementary schools in our staple

participate in some type of categorical program. The chances of an

educationally deprived student In a Chapter 1 elementary school partic-

ipating in Chapter I are influenced by whether he qualifies for other

categorical programs. In particular, many educationally deprived stu-

dents In our sample who are in special education are not participating

in Chapter 1, although as a group they are lower scoring than Chapter 1

students.

1 0
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Another nijor finding in thnt regordlenn of th 1ttthn method

uned, none of the dintrictn In our nample adhered strictly to its own

definition of educational deprivation or to its own cutoff score for

Chapter 1 program eligibility. For studenta acoring within 5 NCEa of

their district's cu"off score, professional judgment is often exercised

in deciding who of thin group will participate. Thin judgment fre-

quently results in the exclusion from Chapter 1 or nome studenta scoring

just below the cutoff, and the inclusion of nome students scoring just

above the cutoff.

The student selection process sometimes results in apparent in-

equities when districts do not have uniform selection criteria for all

their Chapter 1 schoola to follow. The use of idiosyncratic teacher

judgments produces situations in which a student'n chances for partic-

ipating In Chapter 1 vary from one Chapter 1 school to the next within a

district.

Our sample of 30 ditritto reveals that student selection pract ces

nationwide are likely to be influenced by the following:

Many educationa ly deprived students in greatest need may not

partielpate in Chapter 1 if they are participating in special

education programs, bilingual/ESL programa, migrant programs, or

state compensatory education programs.

Other educational y deprived non-Chapter 1 students score near

the cutoff for eligibility and do not participate because they

are judged to be less in need than those who do participate.

Higher achieving Chapter 1 students result from:

(a) unreliability of the In nts (e.g., tests rating scales,

grades, etc.) used to measure educational dep vstion;

1
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(b) nchool- vel det-'rminnrions that such tudento have invalid

scoren and deserve Pp pate; and

(c) the preeence of districts that do not have a aufficient

number of educatIonally deprived ntudentn in their Chapter 1

schools to fill their Chapter 1 program. These districts

with high achieving atudent populations 1111 the remaining

available spaces with higher achievers.

We examined the four general str4tegies u ed to nelect students in

our 30-district sample. Simulations showed that any of the four strat-

egies can reoult in similar types of educationally deprived students

being selected. The more elaborate and time consuming selection pro-

cedures do not seem to identify an educationally needier group 0

studenta than simpler methods.

a udent selection otiong?

We also examined in this chapter the impact of the legislative

framework on who receives and does not receive program services. The

examination of the use of student selection options by districts in our

sample showed in summary thatt

The formerly eligible option is of en being incorrectly applied.

Some higher achievers who no longer meet their district's eligi-

bility criteria for educational deprivation are allowed to remain

in Chapter 1 if they were in the program the previous year.

The schoolwide project option is used in only one of the 85 high-

poverty schools in the sample that qualifies for it. The average

reading score in the school is 38 NCEs and use of this option did

not contribute in any substantial way to the number of higher

achievers in our sample participating in Chapter 1. Increased

use of* this option could increase the proport on of higher
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achievers In the program and if the poverty concentretion

of participants, but might not change the average achievement

score of Chapter 1 students. Actual changes in the character-

istica of Chapter 1 students will depend on what students or

schools are dropped from the program (If any) when the additional

students in schoolwide projects are added.

The comparable services option accounted for only 2% of the

educationally deprived students in Chapter 1 elemenLsry schools

In the sample not participating in Chnpter 1 so as to avoid

duplication of uervices. While 13 of the 30 sample districts

received funds for state compensatory education (SCE) programs,

only three of them operate SCE programs at the Ramp grades and

schools as Chapter 1.

The transferred participant option was not used by any of the

sites in our sample since none was reassigning students to

schools during the school year.

Strategies to consider in reducing discrepancIes in student

targeting include:

A requirement that districts enforce standards and

methods for selecting Chapter 1 students across all schools in

the district. When professional judgment is to be part of the

decision process, all staff in a district need to base their

judgments on a common set of criteria.

Clarification of the formerly eligible student selection option

to emphasize the fact that the option applies only to students

who are still educationally deprived but are no longer neces-

sarily among those in greatest need.
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Encouraging districts to develop comprehensive policies to

address the Issue of p -gram assignment for those students who

are eligible for strvicea from more than one program.

Encouraging those districts that currently hove hIgher achieving

Chapter 1 participants because they do not have large concentra-

tions of educationally deprived students in their Chapter 1

schools to reconsider their school/student selection practices.

In some instances by selecting more schools and fewer students

per school the number of higher achievers in the Chapter 1

program can be reduced.
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V. OVERVIEW OF THE FINDINGS AND THEIR POLICY IKPLICATIONS

Overview of the Pur one o ud

Using a case study approach, this study examined the dynamics and

outcomes of the Chapter 1 program's school and student selection pro-

cedures. Its central focus was to explain why the characteristics of

schools and studento selected for program participation vary across

districts. The study addressed such questions as: Why are come ochools

with very low poverty concentrations receiving program etvice s while

other schools with very high poverty concentrations are not? Why do

some students who are relatively high achievers obtain program services

when many very low achieving students do not? How do districts use the

various school and student selection options contained in the program's

legal framework? How are Chapter l's school and student selection

decisions affected by the presence or absence of other programs with

goals or target populations which overlap with Chapter 17

Previous studies of the Title I/Chapter 1 school and student selec-

tion process provided descriptive information about the characteristics

of Chapter 1 participants nationally and about the frequency with which

selection options were used. These studies also supplied estimates of

the numbers of low achieving students who were not Title I/Chapter 1

recipients and of the number of higher achieving students who were

par icipating. Unfortunately researchers had limited information about

why the patterns they found were occurring.

To understand better the dynamics and outcomes of the program s

targeting processes, we linked two types of data in 30 purposively-

selected districts which represent a range in district size, urbanicity,

poverty, and achievement levels. First, we collected detailed informa-

tion about each district's Chapter 1 school and student selection

practices. Second, this information was coupled with each district's
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existing ntudcnt-lcvel data about many important characteritIcn of both

Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 students. Among others, these character-

istics included each student achievement scores, poverty otatus, grade

level, school attended, and participation in various categorical pro-

grams. This case study design, then, provided for the first time the

necessary data to analyze how particular selection practices and local

district characteristic!) are related to the types of schools and stu-

dents served by Chapter 1.

Whi e thin case study design cannot provide national estimates, it

offers at lent two important sets of insights for policy makers n er-

ested in understanding and improving the program's targeting. First, it

can illuminate how characteristics of the districts and schools which

receive Chapter 1 services (i.e., size, percent of students from low-

income families, average student achievement, etc.) interact with cer-

tain school and student selection strategies to produce the population

of schools and students currently served in the program. Second,

through simulations it can illuminate the results of modifying or elim

inating certain school and student selection requirements and options.

Many of our data collection efforts and analyses have focused on

disentangling the targeting effects related to school selection from

those related to student selection decisions. Within-district analyses

generally revealed that districts in our sample selected the highest

poverty schools to participate and identified Chapter 1 participants

from among the lowest achieving students in those schools. Discrep-

ancies in Chapter 1 targeting however, became apparent when a cross-

district examination of the results of the selection process was under-

taken. For instance, across districts some schools with low poverty

rates are eligible for Chapter 1 while other schools with much higher

poverty rates are not eligible.
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S,ummary of the Findings,

WhgLychoiclent2;_p±111cigte_ in Chapter 1 in our le?

In general, the legal framework specifies that the schools to be

selected for Chapter I should be those with the highest cencentrat1ons

of students from low-income families. Indeed, within each district in

our sample the Chapter 1 schools have higher poverty rates than the

non-Chapter 1 schools. The legal framework also directs districts to

provide chapter 1 cervicen to students within the Chapter 1 schools who

are among those in greatest educational need. Again, in the Chapter 1

echools in our sample, the Chapter 1 students are a lower achieving

group than the non-Chapter 1 students. More specifically, in our 30

districts the Chapter 1 schools and students exhibit the following

characteristics:

Chapter 1 Schools

Chapter 1 schools in our sample have higher concentrations of

poor atudents than non-Chapter 1 schools. In our sample 53%

of the students in Chapter 1 schools are poor compared to 36%

in non-Chapter 1 schools. The poverty levels of Chapter 1

schools in our sample range from 1% to 100%.

The reading achievement level of students in Chapter 1 schools

in our sample is lower than that of students in non-Chapter 1

schools at the same grade bands. our sample the difference

is 8 NCEs, w th students in Chapter 1 schools having an

average score of 50 NCEs (50th percentile) and students in

non-Chapter 1 schools having an average score of 58 NCEs

(65th percentile). The average achievement levels of atudents

in Chapter 1 schools in our sample range from the 42nd percen-

tile, well below the national average, to the 78th percentile,

well above the national average.
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Chapter 1 schools in our sample have slightly higher propor-
tions of limited-English-proficient atudenta and special edu-
cation students than do non-Chapter 1 schools at the same
grade bands.

Chapter 1 Elementary Students

Chapter 1 students, on the average, score nearly 1 standard
deviation lower than non-Chapter 1 students in Chapter 1

schools. In our sample, the average achievement score of
Chapter 1 students is at the 27th percentile (or 37 NCEs).

About 71% of the Chapter 1 participants in our sample are poor
compared to 53% of the students in Chapter 1 schools.

In our sample, limited-English-proficient students participate
in Chapter 1 in higher proportions than they exist in Chapter
1 schools (7% vs. 4%). Special education students participate
in Chapter 1 in about the same proportion as they exist in
Chapter 1 schools (11%).

Wh are -ome schools wIth ver low iovert oncent a on -eceivin o-
ram services while other schools with ver hi-h_ overt concentrationsare not?

Under the present legislative framework, 14% of the schools in the
sample having poverty levels at or below 12% are eligible for Chapter
1. On the other hand, 30% of the schools in our sample with poverty
levels above 20% are not eligible because their poverty levels are below
their district's average. When the 25% rule is used, 7% of the schools
with poverty over 202 are still ineligible. Looking at these discrep-
ancies in another way, there are 67 schools in our sample with poverty
levels below 20% that could legally qualify for Chapter 1 because they
have poverty levels above their district's average, and at the same time
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there are 63 schools in our sample with poverty levels above 20% that

could not legally qualify.

The following factors contribute to the presence of some low-

poverty schools in Chapter 1 and the absence of some high poverty

schools:

Low-poverty Chapter 1 schoola are often a direct result of the

participation in the program of low-poverty districts. --

poverty schools are eligible for Chapter 1 funds when they have

poverty levels above their district (low) average. Although

Chapter 1 allocations to low-poverty districts are relatively

small, they add up to about $400 million annually.

High-poverty non-Chapter 1 schools result from schools being

below their district's (high) poverty average and having slightly

fewer than 25% low7income students. In some cases, they result

from schoola being in high-poverty districts which for reasons of

stability or educational philosophy serve only their very need-

iest schools.

do_some students in Chapter_ I _school! who are_relatively_hilh
pchlevers oht0p_progrom serv_lce!_ when many very low achieving_studeuts

do not?

Fl ty-two percent of the students in Chapter 1 elementary schools

in our sample who score below the 50th percentile in reading do not

participate in Chapter 1. Using districts' definitions of educational

deprivation, 37% of the educationally deprived in our sample of Chapter

1 schools do not participate in Chapter 1. In contrast, about 16% of

the Chapter 1 students in our sample score above their distric

criterion for eligibility. Ten percent of the Chapter 1 participants in

oar sample score above the 50th percentile.

14159



Some low- chieving students in our sample Chapter 1 schools do not

particIpate In Chapter 1 for the following reasons:

Of those students defined an educatIonally deprived by their

districts, 18% receive special services from other programs such

aa special education, a bilingual/ESL program, a migrant program,

or a state compensatory education program. Participation in

other categorical programs decreases an educationally deprived

ettldent's chances of participating in Chapter 1, even though

he/she may be among those In greatest need. For example, many of

the most educationally deprived students in our sample part c-

ipated in apecial education and not in Chapter 1.

Nineteen percent of the students defIned as educationally de-

prived by their districts do not participate in any categorical

education program. These students tend to score just below their

district's cutoff for Chapter 1 program eligibility and do not

participate because they are judged less in need than those who

do participate.

In our sample, higher achieving Chapter 1 students result om:

the unrelIability of the instruments (e.g., tests rating scales,

grades, etc.) used to measure educational deprivation;

school-level determinat ons that such students have invalid

scores and deserve to participate;

dIstricts that have more openings for students in the Chapter 1

program than they have educationally deprived students in their
Chapter 1 schools. These types of districta typically contain

students having an average reading achievement score well above
the national average.
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COM

hig

d to others in the sample, dist Acts that have relatively

proportions of unnerved educational y deprived students

and higher proportions of higher achieving Chapter 1 participants

tend to lack uniform student selection standards. Methods for

selecting students in these districts vary from school to

school.

Are there ve o na or exceitions that contribute to d
an. is In school or tuden

The unifo -ly high concentration of poverty opt on can be used by

a district with all lowpoverty schools, since the poverty range

in such a district would be less than 107.. Under such circum

stances, use of the option will contr:bute to the presence of

lowpoverty schools in Chapter 1.

flo Both within our sample and nationally, distric application of

the grade band option has meant that Chapter 1 schools are more

likely to be elementary schools. In our sample, 74% of the

elementary schools, 49% of the middle schools, and 22% of the

high schools receive Chapter 1 funds. The poverty ;:ate in the

high schools in our sample are lower than those of the junior

high/middle schools. The elementary schools have the highest

average poverty of the three. Hence the current practices of

targeting more schools at the lower grade levels does not neces

sarily mean that large numbers of high poverty schools are not

being qualified for service.

Most districts in our sample did not apply the formerly eligible

student selection option in a way consistent with the legislative

framework. Students who are no longer educationally deprived but

who were in Chapter 1 the previous year are being retained in the

program under this option. About 35% of the higher achieving

Chapter students were program participants the previous year.



Reduce the part cipation in Chapter 1 by dLatrtctu that have low
average poverty and no high poverty schools

The presence In Chapter 1 of low poverty districts contributes to

the problem of low poverty schools receiving Chapter 1 funds. When a

district's average poverty is low, schools with poverty levels just

above the low average

district has a poverty

poverty rates of 2.8%, -

eligible. For instance, in our sample, one

of 2.5%. Schools in the district that have

and 3.2% are eligible for Chapter 1.

2. Within districts with poverty levels above 25%, allow more high
poverty schools to be eligible and encourage districts to serve
them.

Under the present legal framework, there are some high poverty

e entary 'schools that are not eligible for Chapter 1. They are

located in high poverty districts in which the average poverty level is

25% or higher. In such districts, schools that have poverty levels

above 20%, for example, but below 25%, are not elig ble for Chapter 1.

Changes to the legal framework may need to do more than make addi-

tional high poverty schools eligible under options. If high poverty

districts were assured of a stable increase in the amounts of their

program funds, they might voluntarily use an option that makes eligible

high poverty schools with poverty rates below the district average. In

our sample some high poverty districts that could use the 25% rule to

qualify more high poverty schools do not currently use the option. They

resist using the option because of concerns about fluctuations in their

annual program apportionment and a desire to maintain the intensity

services in the schools that are being served. Perhaps there should be

a requirement for districts to serve such high poverty schools.
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odi.y the uniformly high concentra n of poverty option and
provide more technical assistance in Its _ Woe.

We recommend that a cond tion be added to thin option that allows

only hi_h poverti districta that also have a narrow range in school

poverty to apply the option. Presently any district, including one with

low pf,verty, can qualify all its schools if the range in poverty among

its schools is sufficiently narrow. For example, any district in which

all schoola have poverty levels under 10% will have such a narrow range.

Dietricta with uniformly low poverty nhould not be allowed to qualify

11 their schoole.

Misunderstandin about the appropriate way to apply this option

caused some districts in our sample to uSe it in a variety of ways, not

all of which are in accordance with the legislation. For example, one

district determines those schools that are eligible for Chapter 1

because their poverty is above the district nverage for the grade band.

To qualify the remaining schoola whose poverty falls below the average,

it determines the poverty range for those schools only and then invokes

the option. States and districta need to better understand how to

correctly apply this option.

4. Require that dtstrtcta enforce uniform standards and measure: for
selecting Chapte students across all schools In the district.

The objective of this suggestion would be to ensure that an educa-

tionally deprived student has the same chance of teaing selected for

Chapter 1 regardless of which Chapter 1 school he/she attends in any one

district. We recommend acceptance of the practice of allowing profes-

sional judgments to determine the assignment of those who score near the

cutoff on the selection test. This practice can add to the validity of

the deeision making (although it makes the program appear to serve

higher achievers and skip lower achievers). When teacher judgments are

made, however, all decision makers need to be considering a common set
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f criter

independently.

making determinatIons, rather than ope--

en a high proportion of Chapter 1 students in a dintritt have

selec ion mcoree above the district cu ff and a high proportion of

those scoring below the cutoff are not receiving any type of spec al

service, this is an indication that there are problems with the dis-

trict's selection strategy. Extensive use of the practice of overriding

program annignmnntq thqr vi-4re determined by selection aores may bo

occurring because school staff do not believe in the validity of these

scores. The process the district is using to aelect students then needs

to be re-evaluated.

5. Encourage dIstricts through technical aasintance to have com-
preheneive po icies addressing the issue of assigning to appro-
priate programs students who are eligibl- for more than ono
program.

In our sample, there are districts that have developed effecrive

policies and procedures regarding those students who are eligible for

special services .from more than one program. Six of the 30 sample

districts provide some type of special services to over 95% of the

educationally deprived students in their Chapter 1 elementary schools.

Some students in these districts participate in more than one special
program. At the same time, these districts have spread the various

special services that are available across their low achieving student

population. The policies and practices related to multiple program

eligibility in districts such as these would be useful ones to share

with other districts.

6. Clarify how t
be used.

formerly eligible student selection option is to

The legislative framework specifies that the formerly eligible

student selection option applies oaly to those students who are educe-

tionally deprived but ere no longer necessarily among those in greatest
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need. Dis-ricts in our nnmpl are not applying the formerly eligible

student selection op ion in tte way specified by the leginintive frame-

work, but they nhare a common misunderstending of Ito MM. The general

practice is to retain dome students in the Chapter 1 program even though

they no longer score below the dintri cutoff for eligibility.

7. Encourage greater Lige of the achoolvide project option, if there
10 ati interemt In having dinirtets with high poverty Gchools
increaoe their flexibility in selecting students for Chapter 1.

Currently both in our sample and nationally1 few dist icts that

have schools with poverty levels qualifying them for the achoolwide

project option are using it. Within large districts, while iftereased

use of the option might increase the number of higher achievers par-

ticipating, the average achievement level of Chapter 1 students would

remain low. In addition, the proportion of poor students in a large

district's Chapter 1 program is likely to increase by using the school-

wide project option.

Few schools in the country have poverty levels of 752 or higher.

Even if all such schools adopted schoolwide projects, because they are

so few in number, it is unlikely that it would raise the average

achievement scores of Chapter 1 students nationally. Only wi hin the

districts that used the option would changes in the characteri tics of

the participants be detectable.

8. Encourage districts that have small concentrations of educa-
tionally deprived students in their Chapter 1 schools to re-
examine their school and student selection practices.

In districts with high achieving student populations, sometimes the

number of openings for students in their Chapter 1 program exceeds the

number of educationally deprived students In their Chapter 1 schools.

The openings that remain once the educationally deprived are included

are then filled by higher achievers. For some diatricts in these



circu atances it would be poseible to serve more of the achoola

aro eligible for Chapter 1 funds and nerve fewer ntudente per athool.

This would decrease the presence of higher achievera in their Chapter I

program.

In smnl districts with high achieving atudent popu ations where

all achoolo are currently Chapter 1 schools, this type of school target-

ing chenge would not be posaible. When *mall diatricts with high

achieving student populations have Chapter 1 programs, higher achievers

are likely to be among the Chapter 1 participanta.

9. Continue to permit districts to choose the grade bands (or school
levels) to target

All distr cts in our sample that contain elementary grade levels

elect to operate Chapter 1 programs at the elementary level. Fewer dis-

tricts operate prog-rams at the upper grade levels. Nationally Chapter 1

atudenta at the secondary level are lower achieving than those at the

elementary level. It should not be inferred from these dAta, however,

that by increasing aervices at the secondary level, Chapter 1. would

reach a more educationally needier group of students. The low scores of

the secondary students result from the fact that a much smaller propor-

tion of the secondary school population is being served by Chapter 1

compared to that at the elementary school level. If the proportion of

students served by Chapter 1 in our high schools approached that of the

elementary level, it Is likely that the achievement acores of the two

groups would be similar. Furthermore, the lower poverty rates of high

schools compared to elementary schools and the high dropout rates among

poor, low achieving, and minority students at the secondary level are

other factors that should be considered before making changes in the

current distribution of services across grade levels.
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Conclusions

In general, our study of targeting practices uned in the Chapter 1

program has demonatrated that the application of the game legialative

framework by districts with very different characteristics will result

in different types of Chapter 1 schools and studenta being eligible for

the program* Discrepanciee in school and student selection occur when

Chapter 1 programs are placed in districta that contain mostly iow-

poverty schools or In districts that do not have coneentratiOns of low=

achieving students in their Chapter 1 achools. The presence of the

first type of district in Chapter 1 introduces low-poverty schools while

the second type of district can introduce higher-achieving students Into

the program.

The flexibility in targeting allowed under the legal framework is

used by the districts In our sample and nationally to accommodate their

local circumstances. Particularly the use of the 25% rule is important

for making eligible for Chapter 1 funds some additional high-poverty

schools in high poverty districts that would be otherwise ineligible*

Strategies currently used by districts to select students for

Chapter I are adequate for identifying low-achieving students. A cer-

tain amount of inaccuracy in this proceso will always be present because

of measurement error in the instruments available for quantifying

achievement or educational need. The application of professional judg-

ment to those students who score near the cutoff for eligibility Is a

practice that can be effective in counteracting measurement error. Even

if the legal framework were to prohibit the uae of teacher judgment to

override program assignment based on selection score, compliance on this

Issue is likely to be limited and could be disadvantageous. In dis-

tricts in our sample that have clear policies that assignment to the

Chapter 1 program is to be made solely on the basis of the selection

score, teacher judgments are still being exercised. There is no reason

to believe that this practice should be discouraged.
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Finn1iy while there are many low-echieving students in Chapter 1

schools who do not participate in Chapter 1, it appears that many of

them do receive special services frt.4 other programa. The low-achieving

students who do not participate in any categorical program are a higher

achieving group compared to Chapter 1 tudenta and general y score near

the cutoff for Chapter 1 eli ibility.
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VI* SPECIAL ISSUES

Chapter Overview

In thia chnpter we discuss two nddit onnl topics related to Christer

s hool/student selection in our sampl -recent changes in selection

ices and the selection of nonpublic school students. While our

sample could not provide enough information on these topics to permit

exhaustive presentation, we were able to collect enough dati to 1111

trate situations that ex nt in many districts throughout the country.

Recent Chan es in Cha_ter J_Scheal and Student _Selection

Overview

Since 1981 when ESEA Title I wan replaced by ECIA Chapter 1, dis-

tricts in our sample have made many changes in their school and st6dent

selection practices. In this chapter, we discuss theSe changes, and

show that most of them were designed to minimize changes in the outcomes

of these practices--the number of schools and students receiving Chapter

1 services. We show that, while many of our sample districts changed

the grade levels and subject areas in which Chapter 1 programs were

offered, they attempted to maintain the same schools participating in

the program. We also show that, as in the national data on Chapter 1

program participation, the nnmber of students served in Title I/Chapt

1 across our sample districts declined only slightly since 1981. Within

these districts, however, there are instances of large increases and

reductions in the number of students served over th _ time period.

Following a discussion of changes in school and student selection

practices, we discuss the forces behind these changes in our sample

districts. We show that the major force behind these changes has been

changes in Chapter 1 allocations since the 1980-81 school year. All hut

six of our sample districts 'experienced reductions in these resources



juoting for inflation) over the five-year Lime period. Changes

in the number of students served in the program were useally smnlier

than the changes in Chapter 1 allocations in our sample districts, how-

ever. By relying more heavily on teacher aides, or offering Chapter 1

ansintance in fewer subject areas or in larger instructional groups,

districts in our sample have provided services to Chapter 1 students at

lower cost in 1985-86 thnn in 1980-81.

The flexibility in the legislative amework of Chapter 1 allowed

our sample dintriets to change their school and student selection

practices to achieve ntnbility in program serv ces This flexibility

was not viewed as a change from the Title I legislation, however. As

noted obove, the changen in Chapter 1 allocations were consistently

cited by our sample districts as the primary impetus for change in their

selection practicen. The relationship of Chapter 1 with other compensa-

tory education programs in the districts also played a role in these

chonges. As Chapter 1 funding fluctuated over this time period, state

or local compensatory education resources were relied on more heavily to

provide services to educationally deprived students.

Finally, in this chapter, we also discuss the impact of desegrega-

tion on school selection practices. Twelve of the 16 largest districts

in our sample were under mandated desegregation, although nearly all of

these desegregation efforts were initiated prior to 1981. As districts

in our sample attempted to meet desegregation requirements, they revised

school attendance areas, consolidated schools, and initiated magnet

school programs.

How have Cha -choo and student selec on chanced s nee 1981?

Wh _e overall stability in school and student selection outcomes is

the general rule in our sample districts, there have been some changes

in the numbers of schools and students selected for Chapter 1 services

well as in the grade levels and subject areas in which these services
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are provided. Some districts have also changed the methods by which

they select either schools or students. In thin section describe

these changes in detail and nhow that they have usually been

achieve an explicit, pre-determined goal for school or student pnrt

ipation in the Chapter 1 program.

Changes in the outcomes of school selection, in terms of grade

levels, subject areas, and percent of schools selected within our snmple

districte are summarized in Table 37. To nee the relative frequoicy of

changes in these areas in our sample districts, each type of change in

analyzed and presented separately. Consequently, districts in our

ample that made more than one of these changes are represented more

than once in Table 37. In each of these areas, the majority of the

districts in our sample made no changes. Of the 16 changes in Chapter 1

grade levels in our sample districts, 10 were reductions in the grades

at which Chapter 1 programs were offered. Changes In both subject

matter and percent of schools targeted were relatively balanced across

the districts in our sample. Nearly all subject area changes were in

language arts. Within grade bands, seven reductions in the percent of

schools selected and eight increases in the percent of schools selected

have occurred in our sample districts. Most of these changes were in

large districts in our sample, and they usually affected only one or two

schools in these districts. A district-by-district list of these indi-

cators in 1981 and 1986 is contained in Appendix F of this report.

ade bands. Maintaining Chapter 1 services to elementary schools

is a high priority in our sample dis _icts. All K- 2 districts in our

sample offer Chapter 1 at the elementary level_ and the three districts

that reduced services to these grades after 1981 did so because a state

compensatory education program was available to provide comparable

services at these grades. Of the other eight reductions in grade

levels, four dropped Chapter 1 programs in early childhood education or

reading readiness for pre-K or kindergarten students; and four districts

dropped their middle school or high school programs. As shown in Table
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Table 37

Number of DIstricts in our Sample flaking Changes in selection
settees from 1980-81 to 1985-86

Type_ of Changs Added
D rection of Change

Reduced No Chsnie

Grade_Bands
Pre-K or K 4 21
Elementary 3 23
Middle

25
Senior Uig

24

rea
ng

h
0
2

25

22
Other langu ge arts

cent Schools Selecteda

4 15

Elementary Schools 5 5 12
Middle Schools 2 12
High Schools 1 4

aCalculations include only those districts that selected schools within
the grade bands indicated in both years, and that could supply us with
the necessary data for both years. This includes 22 districts for
elementary schools, 15 for middle schools, and six for senior high
schools.

37, two dIstricts added the middle or high school

Chapter 1 program since 1981. Both of these dis

insistence of their SEA in response to steadily i creasing

carryover funds in their Chapter 1 budget. These distric

ade bands to their

cts did so at the

amoUnts of

had been
trying to provide a financial cushion for the large budget reductions
they anticipated in the future.

.Suhject_areas. Changes in Chapter 1 subject areas have usua ly not
been in the basic skill areas of reading and math in our sample dis-
tricts. Ten of the 13 changes In Chapter

1 subject matters in our
sample dIstricts were in language arts-related areas other than reading.
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School selection, More than half of the districtu in our R_

served the same proportion of their schools in 198

1980-81 Changes were primarily found in the large districts in

sample and typically affected only a small number of schools. In Table

37, changes in the percent of schools targeted are shown witlin grade

hand, and only for those districts serving that grade band in both

years. Thus, a district that discontinued its middle school rhnpter 1

program during this time peri d in represented as having made a grade

band change, not ns having reduced the percent of middle schoo

selected for Chap 1. As shown in Table 37, most of these changes

occurred among elementary schools in our sample districts. Five dis-

tricts increased and five reduced the number

selected for Chapter 1 over s time period.

of

districts with 30 or more schools, and these changes

element y schools

of these were large

af ected only a few

schools in the district. For example, in district Cl, 101 of 132 ele-

mentary and middle schools were served by Title I in 1980-81. In 1985-

86, the district served 105 schools but at the same time the number of

elementary and middle schools had grown to 106. While this represents

nearly a 25% increase in the percentage of schools in the district

selected for Chapter 1 participation in each of these years, it adds

only four schools to the 101 schools served under Title I in 1980-81.

Many districts in our sample have achieved this overall stability by

changing their school targeting procedures. By using a different

measure of poverty or by exercising different legislative options,

districts in our sample have been able to serve approximately the same

number of schools in 1986 as they did in 1981.

These changes in grade levels, subject areas, and percent of

schools selected have been presented separately for each of these a eas

and do not reflect combinations of changes made by districts in our

sample.

districts

districts

For reasons discussed in the next section, mnny of these

made changes in more than one of these areas since 1981. Some

are represented several times in Table 37, eves within a

single type of change. For example, distr ct M1 added bo h kindergarten
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and high school Chapter 1 programs nince 1981, and ii thus counted twice

the grade band changes in Table 37.

To represent these combinations of changes, nnd eliminate the

"duplicated" count of districts that appears in Table 37, in Table 38 we

classified the districte In our sample aceording to the number of these

changes they made between 1981 and 1986. All but three of the 23 sample

districts that could nupply us wIth all of the information for both the

1980-81 and 1985-86 school years made ono or more of these changes. An

shown in Table 38, seven of these districts made only one change, 12

made two changes, and one made changes in all three . Changes in

the grade levels in which Chapter 1 programs were conducted was the most

frequent change, and this was often done in combination with changes in

subject areas offered. There was no consistent pattern of increases or

reductions in these areas in our sample districts. For example, of the

six districts which changed both grade levels and subject areas, two

increased both, two decreased both, and two increased one and reduced

the other.

Student selection. Both nationally and across our sample dis-

tricts, student participation in Chapter 1 has declined slightly since

1981. Anderson and Stonehill (1986) report a 7% decline in participa-

tion in Chapter 1 reading programs across the country from 1981 to

1984. On average, the 25 districts in our sample that could supply

participation counts served about 10% fewer Chapter 1 students In 1985-

86 than they did in 1980-81. These changes vary widely from district to

district, however, ranging from a 56% reduction in students served by

Chapter 1 in one district to a 220% increase in another. These varia-

tions are displayed in Table 39 where our sample districts are clas-

sified into categories based on the size and direction of the change be-

tween the two time periods in the number of students served. Districts

experiencing additions or reductions of more than 25% from 1981 to 1986

are considered large change districts. Those that changed by 10% or

less in either direction are small change districts. Distric s changing
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Table

Number of DintrIcta In our Sample thklng Combinations
of Changes from 1980-81 to 1985-86

Direction of_ Changes
Number and Type Increased Reduced Increased and

One Change
Grade Bands
Subject Arens
Percent Schools

1

2

Tufa Changes
Grades and Subjects 2

Grades and Schools
Subjects and Schools

Three Changes
Grades, Subjects, and
Schools

2

es Of the 23 districts that had complete data for both years, three
s made no changes and are not represented in the above tables

Table 39

Number of Districts Making Changes in Title I/Chapter 1
Participa ion from 1981 to 1986 in Sample of 25 Distric

Size oftge
Large Increase

(more than 25%)

Medium Increa
(11% to 25%

Small Change
(up to 10%)

5

Medium Decrease 6

(11% to 25%)

Large Decrease 6
(more than 25%)
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m)or of

uge dist ic

students served f om 11% to 2 are considered medium

As sh wn in Table 39 our sample di8trlctn are spread

y evenly across the five categurtes of change in number of students

ed since 1981. In all, 11 dIstricts exper enced large changes,

n ven experienced medium changes and seven had only small changes in

the number of students served over this time period.

average change across all of thce -districts represe-

reduction In students nerved since 1981, thorn

tn 11 of :he 25 districts In our sample.

1argn

Although the

only a small

ident

Procedures used in student selection have also changed over this

time period. Six of our sample districts report either an increased

reliance on test scores or a more systematic use of teacher judgment.

This is par icularly true for those districts that are under frequent

scrutiny by their SEA or under court-ordered desegregation. Admin-

istrators in these districts generally believe that standardized test

scores and quantified ratings are more objective, consistent, and

universally understood than the more subjective judgments of classroom

and resource teachers. They believe that these scores provide more

acceptable evidence if student selection decisions are questioned in

monitoring visits, compliance reviews, or court proceedin

Specific standards or cutoffs for student eligibility for the

ter 1 program have also changed within five of our sample distri

Distr eta have raised or lowered criteria for participation depending on

Chapter 1 funding, changes in local tenting practices, or local research

findings. District 01, for example, conducted a districtwide study of

the Chapter 1 program's effects on the test scores of students of vary-

ing achievement levels. They determined the pretest levels of students

sho ing the greatest gains from the program, and used these achievement

lev ls as eligibility criteria for student selection In subsequent

yea
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udent nchievement. So

lection practicen described above procuce

levels of the students selected for Chop_

chao-!,

ch&inges

1 in

In

and student

achievement

districts.

The relationship between some of these targeting prnctices and atudent

ichievement levels was Investigated through simulations presented in

Chapter 4 and Appendix R. These simulatIons modeled npecific changes in

school or student selection practices to determine the achievement level

of the ntudut p gelveted ns n ronult of thmno

districts, changes in selection practices typically occurred in combina-

tion with many ocher changes affecting student achievement in the dis-

trict. These other changes make it d fficult to menningfilly compare

the achievemen- of Chapter 1 studente with the achievement of Title 1

students in the same district five years earlier.

In our sample

Twenty-one of our sample districts were able to supply the test

scores of their Chapter 1 students in the most recently completed school

year (1984-85 at the time of the udy), and Lhose of their Title I

students prior to ECIA legislation. In many of the larger districts,

demographic characteristics or testing practices in the district had

changed significantly since 1981, however, so that direct comparisons

are not possible. Small districts, serving only 5 to 10 Chapter 1

students at a grade, are also poor candidate- for this comparison due to

statistical error associated with small sample sizes. Table 40 contains

data from two of our sample districts. These districts have sufficient

sample size, and either have not undergone changes in demographic char-

acteristics or testing practices, or were able to provide data

account for the influence of these changes on the achievement levels of

Chapter 1 students. These examples illustrate the kinds of changes In

the achievement levels of Chapter 1 students OVer this time period that

are due to any of the changes cited above.

District D1 is one of the largest districts in our sample. As

shown in Table 40, fewer students were served in the 1984-85 Chapter 1

program than tn the 1980-81 program at each of grades 1 through 5.
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Howev enrollment alno decl 1ntd over this I ITTW period.

The 198

district populatior

(17%). Their average

chnugea in the average scoren of the entire

students

7.) than

represent 0 nMTiller proportion of the

do their 1980-81 Ti le I predecennors

neoren are not always lower, however, and

totrict At these grade

not clarify the pattern. D1trict average- are an high or higher in

1984-85 than they wore In 1980-81 at every grade.

Table 0

Rending PrcIw4t Scores n NCEn) From Two Sample Matrices
for 1981 and 1985 8y Crack

District DI

1981
_

0 of Title 1 Students 947 1,549 1,796 1,481 1,149
0 of Students in District 7 791 7,871 8,004 8,235 8,517
Mean Title I Pretest Score 37 34 40 40 47
Mean District Test Score 53 51 53 53 53

1905
0 f Chapter 1 Students 780 1,337 865 1,041 992
0 of Students in Diatrict 8,204 7,623 7,494 7,685 7,621
Mean Chapter I Pretest Score 42 39 38 39 40
Mean District Test Score 53 54 54 54 34

Grade
District MI 3 4 5 6

1981

329 341 338 348 3520 of T tle T Students
0 of Students in Distr ct 569 511 512 488 502
Mean Title I Pretest Score 32 32 26 33 33
Mean District Test Score 39 37 39 41 39

1985
---7 of Students

0 of Students in tfltr 419
695

323

634

428
675

379

651

316

621
Mean Chapter 1 Pretest 39 40 36 38 34
Mean District Test Sco 47 4R 44 45



mall variattonm in Title prot cut uiorem ovtr

dint nets that could aupply

with the data needed for thin cnripnrinon. These were not directly

ributable to nny single change in selection practices or dintrict

characteristics in Mont instances. Instead, they wore the net result of

a complex interplay of any of a number of changen which occurred dur ng

this time period. Even in district DI, rcso differences tended to

balance out across the grades. As in evident from Table 40, the aver

Chapter I preteAL th485 is a. e a& that of e 198U-8198-

Title I students--approxima -ly 40 NCEs. In district 01, Jhapter 1

rot tudents who score at about the same achievement level as ate-

dents did under Title I.

ireful grade levela were common

_ ict 141 is one of the few districts in our sample showing very

different achievement patterns for 104 recent Chapter 1 students than it

did for Title 1 students. Readiig tent scores for Title I and Chapter 1

students in 1980-81 and -984-85 in grades 2-6 are shown in Table 40.

Participation in the program over this time period f uctuates from grade

to grade. At three of the five grades, more students were served in

1984-85 than in 1980-81, although at all but grade 2, a smaller propor-

tion of the district was served in Chapter I in 1984-85 than in 1980-81.

A comparison of achievement levels of Title I and Chapter 1 students

does not reflect this fluctuation, however. At all grades, 1984-85

Chapter 1 students' average pretest levels are higher than their 1980-81

Title I counterparts--by as much as 10 NCEs. By examining the achieve-

ment pattern for the entire district acrosa these grades, however, it is

evident that a similar increase in achievement levels occurred for

students in the district, not just those in the Title I/Chapter 1 prO-

gram. Distr4ct 711 illustrates the importance of considering trends 1_

distr amide achievement in evaluating changes in the achievement char-

acteristics of Chapter 1 studenta over time. As noted above, changes in

distrietwide achievement produce some indication of the Influence of the

variety of factors operating in a given district affecting student

achievement.



The data prene raed in Ta vide examplen of the change
Title I/Chapter 1 nehlevoment level bi'twren 1981 and 1985, and the need

to connider changes in ither dintrictwide characterinticn to interpret
these data appropriately. Illuntrntions from our nnmple dt4trlctn are

obviously insnfficient for a national annennment of recent

the achievement levels of Chapter 1 studenta. For thin purpose a

larger, more representative data base is required. Fortunately,

tional data on the participation and achievement of students in Titl

and Chapter 1 programs have been collected since 1980.

Rending pretest scores of Title I find Chapter 1 students are given
in Table 41 from 1980-81 through 1983-84 (the most recent year nntional

ults were available at the ng of thin report). At all but three

rades these achievement levels vary by 1 NCE or less. Participation in
Chapter 1 reading programn has declined only slightly in this time

period, from 3.8 million to 3.6 million students (Anderson & Stonehill,
1986). Given the small change in the number of students participating

in the program over this time period, these national data show stability
in the achievement level of Chapter 1 students over time.

ade

Table 41

Reading Achievement Scores of Chapter 1 Students
Nationwide by Year and Grade

School Year

R-n1980r_ 981-82 1982- 1983-84

2 38 37 40 38 3
3 35 34 36 35 2
4 34 34 35 35
5 34 35 35 34 1
6 34 35 35 34
7 34 35 35 34

34 34 34 34
9 33 34 34 34

31 32 32 31 1
11 31 32 32 30 2
12 30 30

1Scores are from spring testing and a
Source Anderson and Stonehill 1986.

eported in NCEs.



jlimuly. Changes in tn rget ins pract Ic in our ample dl trl e

Ily mnde to achieve tnbf lity in the

gram, particularly in terms of the percent of schools providing Chapter

1 services. Distri to unvd the flexibility in the program's legislative

framework, employing different selection procedures nnd options

achieve thin type of stability. Emphasis on the rending and math ha

skill areas in the elementary grades .contInued in 1985-86 ns in 1980-81.

Reductions in services to other grade levels--pre-K, K middle, and high

schoolsand changes in language AILN subject8 rniIned musL of the

The effect of these changes on

the number and achievement levels of the students nerved are diffici

to portray in isolation. Across our sample, there is little overall

change in these outcomes matching tr nds in nattenal Chnpter 1 ovnlun-

tion data. On n district-by-district basis, however, there are several

instances of large incrensen and reductions in the number of students

served over this time period.

Chapter pro-

changes in these arean in our sample.

hat causes -these chanes in Cha ter 1 school and student lec on?

Since 1981, significant changes in Chapter 1 school and student

selection practices and outcomes in our sample districts have usually

been made in response to two major influenceschanges in available

resources for compensatory education or court-ordered desegregation.

Other factors, including philosophical changes in the program inte,-t,

the influence of national or state reforms, and perceptions of

educational needs, were in evidence in a few of our sample dist- Ct6 Out

were not an pervasive as changes in funding or mandatory desegregation

orders.

The flexibility in the legislative framoork of Chapter 1

changes in selection practices possible but this framework wan not

viewed as new or different from that of Ti le I in our sample districts.

This was largely due to the perception of Chapter 1 as a "mature"

federal program cant nuing a more than 20 year tradition with

1



predecessor, Title I State md loca

the "metual adaptation" stage in which both the program and district

n and adapt to each other's needs And rquirernentn (Berman & Mc-
..

nceustomizntion stage in which both are well

oth s reouirements and the program can he effec

tively etAtOM Zed to meet the needs of the district (Jung & K rst,

1986).

h d evolved from

ughlin, 1978) to an

customed

in thIs sec ion we s ow that changes in Chapter 1 fundIng over this

me period were the most powerful of the influences experienced by our

sample districts. These changes caused the districts in our sample to
adopt different Chapter 1 school end student selection practices,

occasionally producing changes in the number of students served, but

more often in the intensity of the services provided. Changes in other

compensatory education resources, such as state or local compensatery

education programs, also played a significant role in some of our sample

districts. District administrators attempted to manage these resources

to maintain a consistent level of service to their educationally de-

prived students. Finally, cour dered desegregation affected most of

the large districts in our sample, although the origin of these effe

typically pre-dates the 1980-81 school year.

Changes_in Chapter 1 funding. Changes in Chapter 1 funding have

affected both the level (number of students served) and intensity

(Allocation per pupil) of Chapter 1 servIces provided to students in our

sample districts. In this section, we describe funding changes expe-

rienced by our sample districts since the 1980-81 school year, along

with targeting and other program implementatiin changes which resulted

from them. We show that, while most of tlese districts experienced

medium or large reductions in their budgets, they tried to achieve some

form of stability of Chapter 1 service to their schools nnd educa-

tionally deprived studerLs. We illustrate changes in district program

practices that enabled them to meet this goal. Reductions in grade

levels served, subject matters offered, and staffing costs along with



increased reliance on esourees from other compensatory education

programs ware the key reasons Chapter 1 service levels were usually

maintain d

The effects of changen in Chapter 1 fundJng on the level and inten-

sity of Chapter 1 nervicea provided by districts has been well studied

in the literature. Analysis of data from the D strict Practices Study

by Apling and Tanhjian (1982) suggested that districts would respond to

reductions in Chapter 1 allocation first by restricting grade has

then subject matters, and, finally, schools. More recent analysis of

this data bane by Orland and Apling (1986) indicated that districts'

changes in targeting in response to changes in budget are more complex.

In their analysis they included consideration of the poverty level of

the district, its prior level and intensity of compensatory service, the

unmet needs of educationally deprived students in the district, and the

relative size of the budget change. None of these factors, in and of

itself, could predict changes in district practices. Rather, these

factors interacted in a variety of ways to stir the decision making in a

district.

Changes in Chapter 1 funding realized by our sample districts are

in part a reflection of changes in the federal Chapter 1 allocation

nationally. In fiscal year 1980, the federal Title I allocation was

approximately $2.7 billion. These funds were allocated to school dis-

tricts to operate their Title I programs in the 1980-81 school year--the

last year of Title I. In the 1985 fiscal year, the federal Chapter I

allocation for the 1985-86 school year was approximately $302 billion.

While the federal Chapter 1 allocation had apparently increased in this

time period by nearly $500 million, this was accompanied by increased

costs in conducting Chapter 1 programs. Teachers' and teacher aides'

salaries increased by 40.3% in this period (Educational Research Ser-

vices, Inc., 1981-86). Since these staff salary costs make up 85% to

90% of Chapter 1 costs nationa ly, they provide a reasonable estimate of

inflation rate" for Chapter 1 programs year to year. Applying this



le leder 1 Chapt allocation change from 1990-81
19 6 yields a decline of over $800 milliona 30% reduction
d n available for Chapter 1 programs across the country.

Changes in Chapte

"real"

ation for the 27 di t icts that were able
to supply us with program nllocation data for both 1981 and 1986 arc
shown In Table 42. Chapter 1 allocations for the 1985-86 school year
have been adjusted for inflation. The details of how the amount of the
adjustment wan determined are provided in Appendix F of this report.
Adjusting the 1985-86 Chapter

1 allocations in our sample dint
this way allows a more direct comparison of resources rivet able in 1981

Of these 27

funding ovrr

Title 1 programs with those in 1986 Chapter 1 progr ms.
districts, 21 experienced reductions in their Chnnter 1

this time period. Reductions rnnged from 2% to 70%, wIth a median of
about 25%. Two of our smalleat districts (enrollment less than 1,000
Students) experienced increases of over 100%, both due to significant
changes in the 1980 census on which the 1986 allocations, but not the
1981 allocations, were based. In Table 42, districts are classified by
large, medium, or small changes in their Chapter 1 allocations. Large
changes are those exceeding 25% of a district's 1981 Title I budget.
Small changes are those that fall within 10% of the 1981 budget. Medium
changes are those between these extremes--budget changes between _% and
25% of the 1981 Title I allocation.

According to these definitions, four of our districta experienced
only small changes in their .Chapter 1 allocation, eight had medium
changes in their funding, and 15 experienced large changes of more than
25% of their 1981 Title I allocation in 1986. How did these districts
respond to these changes? We examthe these changes first in relation to
the number of students served in the program. Do distrIcts change the
.number of students they serve in Chapter 1 in direct proportion to
changes in funding for the program? Alternatively, we examine the
intensity of the services provided as measured by the allocation per
pupil. Do districts attempt to maintain the same number of students



,e Changes in Chapter 1 Al n in 27 Sample Districts

Percent
Chang

Large Increafic Jl $ 9 824 24,748 152%
(more than 25%) M3 4,529 9,699 114%

Medium Increase 676,440 773,679 14%
(II% to 25%) C2 132,767 149,847 13%

L2 550,564 619,702 13%

Small. Change 55 202,004 211,935 5%
(up to 10%) DI 6,379,405 6,286,500 - 1%

53 1,197,460 1,099,815 - 8%
LI 1,295,749 1,166,862 -10%

Medium Decrease El 305,418 264,799 -13%
(11 to 25%) RI 4,384,930 3,589,923 -18%

54 82,364 66,123 -20%
CI 5,537,852 4,420,192 -20%
82 121,151 91,169 -25%

Large Decrease GI 3 65,138 2,451,282 -27%
(more than 25%) C5 113,000 78,563 -30%

S2 3 00,000 2,089,500 -33%
01 4,001,012 2,495,664 -38%
M2 156,120 82,575 -47%
02 523,517 299,387 -43%
P2 5,323,588 2,328,840 -56%
DI 988,850 401,800 -59%
PI 66,253 24,853 -62%
C4 544,727 199,995 -63%
56 142,000 53 133 -63%
SI 15,252,680 5,376,476 -65%
H2 405,717 123,640 -70%

*Adjusted for inflation.

167



served while altering the I nienalty of those services on A per-pupil

basis?

Table 43 relates the budget changes to changes in the nember of
students eerved by Chapter 1 In these dietricts. The information

presented in the table tells us three important things about the rela-

tionship bet.-2en changes in Chapter 1 funding and changes In student

participation levels in the program. First, there In not a direct rela-

tionship between changee in budget and changes in the number of students

served. Secondly, districts tend to reduce the number of students

served less than the reduction in funding would suggest. Finally, the

widest variety of changes in the number of students served is found

among the 12 districts that experienced a Hrge reduction in their

Chapter 1 allocation.

Table 43

Distribution of Sample Districts According to Changes in the Number of
Chapter 1 Students Served and Changes in Chapter 1 Allocation

1980-81 to 1985-86

Chen Nu-ber o Students
Increase or

erved

Changes in
Allocation

Deere s Decrease Increase
La e edium Small Medium Large

Increase--Large
--Medium

Increase or
Decrease--Small

Deerease--Medium
--Large

Total:

6

6

2

2

1

1

6

3
3

7

2
1

5

If changes in Chapter 1 allocation were slated directly into

the number of students served by the program, large reductions in budget

would be accompanied by large reductions in the number of students



ved chnngen in IMIIIJ would prodoce small changen in

number of students served, e c. As cited earlier, Orland and Apllng

(1986) found that this wan not the ease in their nnalymin of a na-

tional y representative wimple of school districts« The informatioe

prenented in Table 43 on our sample of dintrictn also suggests the

effects are not that simple. Ten of the 25 distrietn that could supply

us with the information for both Lime periods added or reduced the

number of students uerved to a degree comparable to their changes in

funding. Of the .7emaining 15, 10 showed either an increane or a smaller

ehnnge in students nerved than the change in their Chapter 1 allocations

would nuggent. In all but one of thene 15 districts, the changen in

allocations were reductions. Tn other words, rather than make large

reductions in their Chapter 1 students, therm districts made other

changes in their school/student selection or program implementation

practices, in most of our sample districts, changes were made in the

number of subject areas offered, the size of Chapter 1 instructional

groups, the balance between the number of teachers and aides providing

instruction, or the contribution of other compensatory education re-

sources, rather than in the number of students served in the Chapter 1

program. These other changes affect the cost of the services provided

to Chapter 1 students.

Changes in the intensity of Chapter 1 services ean be represented

by changes in districts' Chapter 1 allocation per pupil ratio from

1980-81 to 1985-86. Our findings are generally that, while Chapter 1

budgets and student participation have both declined in our sample

districts since 1981, the reduction in funding has been steeper than the

reduction in the number of students served in the program. This means

that districts have lowered their expendituren per Chapter 1 student.

Orland and Apling (1986) found this to be the case in their analysis of

changes in expenditures per pupil (EXPP) in Chapter 1 programs from 1978

o 1981. As shown in Table 44, this is also the case in our sample

:districts. All hut seven of the 25 districts that could supply us with

this information had lower allocations per pupil served in 1985-86 than



Table

Average Allocation Per Pupil in 1980-81 and 1985-86
in 25 Sample Dint ricts

lotion
1981 19 6

Percen
Chan

Cl $ 487 $ 804 65%
J1 378 619 64%
M1 244 361 48%
DI 346 400 16%
L2 520 585 13%
El 475 530 12%
LI 598 648 8%
02 522 506 - 3%
01 520 462 -11%
S2 765 653 -15%
RI 843 718 -15%
S3 502 418 -17%
CI 793 599 -24%
54 +71 354 -25%
C2 891 652 -27%
113 906 606 -33%
SI 702 425 -39%
P2 544 324 -40%
82 757 365 -52%
C5 1,119 534 -52%
112 507 241 -52%
112 799 338 -58%
C4 689 267 -61%
S6 714 278 -61%
PI 656 246 -63%

Average 626 486 -22%
Minimum 244 241 -63%
Maximum 1,119 804 65%

*Adjusted n lation.

in 1980- 1. Across these districts, the average costs decreased from

$626 to $486 for each student participating in the ChapterA program.

Where these costs ranged from just under $250 to over $1,100 per pupil

in 1981, the range was considerably smaller in 1986, from $241 to $804.
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Table 45, the 25 diotrtct ore c1nnified by the

budget change they experienced and their response In terms or changes in

the number of studenta served or the allocation per pupil. Changes in

intensity are more common than changes in the number of students

served--10 of the 25 districts maintained Chapter 1 servicea to about

the name number of studenta by changing their intensity in direct

proportion to their change in funding. Four of our sample districts

made changes in both. All four of these experienced large changes in

their Chapter 1 allocation over this time period.

Table 45

Changes in the Number of Students Served and Intens t
Provided in Chnpter 1 by Size of Change in MI

Allocation for 25 Sample Districts

vices

Changes in Number of Allocation
Allocation

Large Increase
(more than 25%)

Medium Increa
(11% to 257.)

Small Change
(leas than 10%)

Medium Decrease
(11% to 25

Large Decrease
(more than 25%)

Total:

S.tudents Per_pepil

1

6

0

5

10

Both

0

Neither

2

5

As we no ed earlier, changes in the Chapter 1/Title I allocation

p pupil were represend by a variety of changes in Chapter 1 program

desigi, or delivery. Descriptions of the types of changes in program

design and delivery made by some of our districts are presented below as

examples.



In dintrict S6, a nmall suburban distriet, n large reduction In

funding from 1981 to 1986 was accompanied by no change in the number of

udents served (i.e., level), but a large reduction in the average
allocation per pupil ( nsity). Its Chapter 1 allocntion hnd
gradually decreaned from $142,000 in the 1980-81 echool yenr to 889.000

in 1985-86-0 61% reduction after adjunting for inflation. The district

served approximately the name number of otudents each of theee years,

and nil three elementary schools In the district received Chapter 1

fundti, When it became apparent to district ndmin atrators that their

ing this period,
Chapter 1 nllocntion would be reduced ntill

they made a deliberate shift to reduce program costa by employing more
teacher aides and fewer teachers in the Chapter 1 program. By 1986, the
dietrict had only one certificated teacher and 17 teacher aIdes to pro-
vide Chapter 1 services to the three schools. By making eignificant

changes In its Chapter 1 staffing, district 56 was a to meet its goal

f maintaining services to all schools and approximateiy the same number

of educationally deprived students in the district.

A change in the ratIo of teachers to aides in the Chapter 1

structional staff played the most signifiesnt role in large changes in
per-pupil allocation among our sample districts. These changes were
often associated with other program decisions in the districts, however.

District M2, a small suburban district, dropped both the reading and
language arts Chapter 1 programs in 1980-81 in response to a state
initiative for improvement of basic mathematics skills in the elementary

grades. The district adopted a computer-assisted instructional strategy
in the Chapter 1 math program and employed teacher aides to work with
the students in the math labs. The achievement gains of these students
were the highest ever for the program in that district. With this
evidence of success and the large reduction in cost of the program, the

distiAct was able to restore services In reading and language arts in

successive years using the same instructional approach and staffing.
While these changes took place over several years between 1980-81 and

1985-860 the net result was that the district eerved slightly more

172 1



tudentn in Chapter 1 while absorbing a large reduction in funding over

thin ttme period. Consequently, its per-pupil allocailoo decreased from

$507 to $241.

District GI a large urbao diatrtct, altered the balance between

teaehers and aides in the opposite direction, even though it experienced

a 27% decline in itn Chapter 1 allocation over thin time period. The

stimulus for the change wan n districtwide mtudy of tho quality of the

Chapter 1 program which recommended major changeo in the program in

order to improve its effe tiveness. Two of these changes affected both

the level and the intensity of Chapter I services provided. The first

dealt with lowering the maximum student-to-iostructor ratio in Chapter

1. When the district reduced the number of atudent that each teacher

could work wi h without making a proportional increase in the number of

instructional staff, fewer students could participate in Chapter 1.

With the large reduction in Chapter 1 funding over this time period the

district reduced its level of services from nearly 7,000 students in

1980-81 to just over 3,000 students in 1985-8, The second change was

to reduce the number of aides in the program and use teachers more

prominently in the instruction of Chapter 1 students, again, in the

interest of enhancing the quality of the program. The effect of serving

fewer students more intensely was to increase the Chapter 1 per-pupil

allocation in the district from $487 to $804--the largest increase in

our uample districts over this time period.

The use of other compensatory education resources enabled some of

our sample districts to maintain service to the same number of students

in the face of reductios in Chapter 1 allocations. In small districts

this often took the form of "split-funding" of compensatory education

teachers and aides. In district PI, for example, approximately the same

number of students was served in 1985-86 as was served in 1980-81 while

the Chapter 1 allocation had declined by more than 60't in that time.

Over this time period, district compensailry education funds were used

to pay the portion of the teacher and aide salaries not covere by



Chapter 1. By l9B536 Chnpter 1 funda
less than 50% of the program staff nalarl

uppnrttng sIgnificantly
Altho gh the same number

received Chapter 1 services, the costs borne by Chapter I

had substantially declined--from $656 to $246 per pupil.

As reported earlier, only five of the districts fri our amplo

supplying us with the necessary data experienced increases in their

Chapter I budgets, after adjusting for inflation, over this time period.

The two districts that received large percentage increases were among

the smallest in our ssmple, both with district enrollments of less than

1,000 students. They each served all schools in the district tone and

two schools, respectively) as they had since the beginning of their

programs. Both of these districts responded to Chspter 1 funding

ses with large increasem in the number of tudents -ved in

Chapter 1.

In summary, the effects of Chapter 1 budget changes on target ng

pr ctices and outcomes are varied and complex in our sample districts.

t is evident that districts strive to maintnin service to the same

number of Chapter I schools and students while making other changes in

program design, staffing, or relationships with other special programs.

In the face of declining budgets, many districts reduced the grade

levels served by Chapter 1, relied more heavily on the less costly

teacher aides than teachers, and reduced the subject areas covered by

the Chapter 1 program. The smount of change in the number of students

served was less pronounced than that for program allocations, thus

producing changes in the intensity (per-pupil allocation) of Chapter 1

services in many of our sample districts. Allocations per pupil partic-

ipating in Chapter 1 programs in our sample districts in 1985-86 were

mare than 20% lower than in 1980-81.

Changes in non-Chapter 1 _compensatory_ education resources. The

availability of resources for compensatory education is a reflec ion

of both the Chapter 1 allocation and the other special programs for
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educ tionally d prived students that exist in the district ( .0,, spe-

cial education bilingual education, Chapter I migrant, state compensa-

tory education, and district compensatory education) As we pointed out

in our earlier chapter on atudent selection, districts in our sample

typically conduct several other categoricel programs, each with _its own

program intents and targeting restrictions. In many of these districts

program administrators manage these resources to provide services to

many needy students ea possible while trying to minimize disruption of

regular classroom activities. Of all of these special programa, state

compensatory education programs are the most potent influences on recent

changes in Chapter 1 targeting in our sample districts. While special

education Is the most frequently available special program other than

Chapter 1 across our sample districts its selection procedures have

been in place since the passage of P.L. 94-142. This pre-dates the

period in which we a e examining change in district targeting practices

by several years.

Consistent with a report by Funkhouser and Moore ( 985) on state

compensatory education programn nationally, districts in our sample

indicated these programs played an increasingly important role in

serving educationally deprived students. Of the 15 districts in our

Sample that also have state compensatory education programs, most

districts target these services to a slightly different segment of

students than they do Chapter 1 services, so that few students receive

services from both Chapter 1 and state compensatory education. These

differences are usually In grade levels, targeted schools, and different

achievement levels of students they serve in the district. In most

instances, this lack of overlap with Chapter 1-eligible students is a

deliberate decision on the part of districts. With declines in Chapter

1 funding in recent years, there has been less duplication of service

across programs and greater attention paid to ef ectively managing these

complementary resources at the district level.
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In distrIct 02, for example, the Chapter 1 program was reccn ly

continued in grades 1-3 to focus on grades 46. The ntnte compensa-

tory education program in that state has as ite focus an early preven

tion model and these resources eould be used to provide compensatory

education services in the primary grades. In districts DI and LI, the

state compensatory education program is targeted to the middle and high

school levels, so Chaptef 1 nerves educationally deprived studeets nt

the elementary level only. In district 01, state compensat ,ry education

funds are targeted first to non-Chapter I schools. Only if all of these

students can be served in state compensatory education can those ser

vices be provided to cd eationally deprived students in Chapter 1

schools.

Court-ordered tisegregation. In the last 20 years, court-ordered

desegregation has affected 12 of the 16 largest districts in our sample.

Most of the court orders pre-date the period of comparison in this

study, but these orders have had some effects on targeting procedures

and outcomes. School attendance areas were redrawn, schools were

consolidated, magnet school programs were initiated, and different

targeting options were used. Equal opportunity for program services

became the explicit goal of Chapter 1 targeting in these districts.

District SI responded to a 1980 desegregation order by reducing its

Chapter 1 grade bands to elementary schools only, using free or reduced

lunch counts of enrolled students instead of AFDC data from school

attendance areas as its poverty measure, and employing the 25% rule in-

stead of the district average pel%eat to calify schools for Chapter 1.

All of these were changes from their practices before the desegregation

order. With the district's busing and magnet school prcgrams, students

who attended a given school often resided in a different school atten-

dance area. School attendance area pover y statistics using AFDC, the

district's traditional poverty measure, were an inaccurate reflection of

the poverty level of students in a given school. Free or reduced lunch

counts, based on students actually in attendance in a school, were
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subst tut d. A result of the busing program in S1 was that el -4ntary

schools throughout the district tecame more similar in poverty level as

measured by the achool lunch counts. All elementary schools exceeded

252 poverty for the first time. District SI was able to qualify all

elementary schools for Chapter 1 by employing the 25% rule in itn school

targeting. The combination of the three changes cited above enabled

district SI to meet Its goal of equal opporter for service in n

specific way--provide Chapter 1 services to all ,mentary schools in

the district.

Some of the districts in our sample affected by desegregation

orders were able to qualify more schools withth a grade band for Chapter

1 by uaing different options or measures of poverty in their school

selection procedures, as did district SI. Staff in these districts

indicated that desegregation had reduced the range of poverty among

their schools. However, the poverty rangLI in our desegregated

dibtricts are still wide, preventing them from qualifying for the

uniformly high poverty concentration option, for in tance.

Summary

Since Title I was replaced by Chapter 1 in 1981, districts in our

sample made significant changes in their school and student selection

practices, often for the purpose of achieving stability in the outcomes

of these practicesthe number of schools and students participating in

the Chapter 1 proc.ram. These changes were most often found in the

choice of Chapter t grade bands, subject mattetJ, staffing patterns, and

the relationship of Chapter 1 with other special programs in the dis-

trict. Forces behind these changes were typically in the form of budget

reductions or external mandates such as court-ordered desegregation. In

a federal program with the long history of Title I/Chapter 1, districts

have become accustomed to its intent and regulations. They strive to

maintain Chapter 1 service to the same number of schools and students by

making changes in their targeting practices or in the intensity of the

services provided.



In this ch

ity and change

our sample din

five major fIndinnu regarding ntobti-

'It selection practices and outcomes In

are!

S nce lets in our sample have attempted to n-

tain C to the name number of schools. Even when

fiscal fluctiate, many districts employ different

school procedures or change the grade hands targeted or

staffing 1s to achieve this stability.

Our sample districts have maint ined their concentration of

Chapter 1 programs In the elementary grades since 1981, and

even increased these services in a few instances. At the

:ime, fewer of these district3 have offered Chapter 1 services at

other grades--pre-K, K, middle, and high school.

Since 1981, districts in our sample have continued focus on

readirg and math projects The fe w ci-anges ii sub t areas

offered have usually affected language arts.

Overall, districts in our sample zerved slightly fewer students

in the program in 1986 than they did in 1981. Although there

were instances of both large increases and large reductions in

students served in districts in our sample, these were not

typically as extreme as the fluctuations in Chapter 1 funding

levels across tliis period. Changes in the intensity of Chapter 1

services were in greater evidence than changes In the number of

students served in our sample districts.

Since 1981 in some of our districts there ha3 been a greater

reliance on test scores and quantified systems of teacher

judgment to select students for Chapter 1.
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Overviev

Partici-ation of Non-ublic School Studen

In this section, information collected from districts in our sample

on the Chapter 1 participation of nonpublic school students is used to

Illustrate the process involved in selecting end delivering services Lo

such students. In our sample of districts, Chapter 1 staff begin the

selection process at the school level, and it that point some oonpublie

schools in our districts are excludel from having students receive ner

vice and other nonpublic schools refuse to have heir students served.

f nonpublic schools meet whatever district criteria are used and wish

to have students served, the process of student selection begins. In

our sample, this process is often but not always similar to that used to

select public school students.

The year that information was collected from our sample of dis-

tricts was the first school year after the Felton decision, and this

deciSion created logistical problems for some districts serving sec-

tarian schools. These problems sometimes resulted in at least a tempo-

rary reduction in service to nonpublic school students. The immediate

impact of this court decision on the school and student selection

processes in some districts in our sample is also discussed in this

section.

Wbst_ is .the _ext_ent_of nonpublic_school_ .atudent Chapter 1 participation
in t.he 30-district sample?

The partIcIpatIon rate of nonpublic school students in Chapter 1

has always been low compared to the participation rate of public school

students. In 1983-84, 4.6% of Chapter 1 students were enrolled in

nonpublic schools, compared to 12.7% of students nationwide. In our

30-district sample, participation of nonpublic school students in

Chapter 1 is also ve y low, although we did not receive enough data to
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quantify this in each of our sites. Data avaIlable to us in this study

are mainly qualitative data collected from a sample of public school
systems, and these data can offer some insight into the relationship
between Chapter 1 and nonpublic school students. The reasons for
low level of nonpublic school student participation in our sample
related to the nature of nonpublic scLools in the sample, the nature of

their student populations, school disr.rict policies, and certain log

tical problems associated with delivering and receiving Chapter 1

servic

What ex did school dIstrIcts tn the unmle -ive forth
of spopublic_school student_partiOpatron in their districts?

Non.ublic schools ele o have studen cI'ate. In our
30district sample, 23 districts have nonpublic schools within their
boundaries. In four of these districts, all nonpublic schools r fused

to have students participate in the district's Chapter I program. In 12

districts where we know the total numbel' of nonpublic schools and the

number of nonpublic schools with students participating in Chapter 1,

only 17% of the nonpublic schools have students participating in the
program. Of the 83% of the nonpublic schools with no participating

students, many may have no eligible atudents, either becaose

(a) the norrpubl_c school does not include a targeted grade level,
or

(b) no students attending the nonpubl c school live in an eligible
attendance area, or

(e) no students
definition o

tending the nonpublic school meet the distric
educational deprivation.

Some districts report that nonpublic schools with only a few

elig ble students may also decline to participate, apparently feeling

that the possible benefits to the few students would not justify the
administrative burden.
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plAtrictsma. in eur sample, one district hnd
changed its grade band targeting in a way that would make n nonpublic

school newly eligible to participate, but did not inform the nonpublic

school of the change. In two other districts, the court decision in

Aguilay vs._ F lton had the effect of temporarily stopping Chapter 1

service delivery to sectarian school students. The impact of this

decision will be discussed in the next section.

Table 46 summarizes service to nonpubl c school students in

sample. A few districts in our sample require that nonpublic schools

meet certain criteria before their students can be considered for

Chap er 1 services, and these criteris exclude some schools from

service. This will be discussed in more detail later.

Table 46

Chapter 1 Service to Nonpublic Schools in the 30-0 Sample

Condition
Number of
Districts

Percent of
Districts

Service delivered to students of at least
one nonpublic school 15 50.0

No nonpublic schools in district 7 23.3

No nonpublic schools chose to part cipate 13.3

Service temporarily stopped 2 6.7

District failed to offer service 3.3

Services unknown, funneled through
non-LEA administration 1 3.3

Total: 30 99.9%
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What has been the imiact in our 30-district sample

?

The Felton decision. On July 1, 1985 the Supreme Court in 42.1*.lar

vs._ Felton held that the method commonly employed by local educational

ncies to serve sectarian school tudent under the Chapter 1 program

unconstitutional because it violated the establishment of religion

clause of the First Amendment.5 The Felton_ decision ruled that the pro-

vision of federally-funded instructional services to children attending

sectarian elementary and secondary schools is unconstitutional if the

services are provided inside sectarian clas,,rooms, but constitutional
when the services are provided off the premises of the sectarian
schools. However, the decision appears to have left intact prior

rulings concerning the provision of certain publicly-funded nutritional,

diagnostic, health, and testing services to sectarian students. Unlike
the instructional services, these services are considered to be con-
stitutional even when provided on the premises of the schools attended.

As Cooper has noted (1986 ), the greatest and most immediate concern

school districts was how, given the court mandate, to continue

providing Chapter 1 services to sectarian school students.

When public schools opened two months after Felton,
September 1985, they faced real problems. Somehow,
districts were required to serve non-public school
children with remedial help, as they had for almost
20 years since the passage of the Elntary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965. If clitricts could
not come up with legal and acceptable means for
responding to the court decision, these public
school systems ran the risk of losing all their
Chapter 1 money. (p. 1)

51t is important to not_ that where the sc!+ools involved are not
religious in nature no constitutional question arises under the estab-
lishment clause regarding the provision of Chapter 1 services. Thus,
only sectarian schools are affected by the decision.
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Of particular elevance to

Felton decision for selecting

study are the implicationa of the

hie Chapter 1 students in aectarian

schools. Diagnoatic testing for Chap er 1 elig bility purposes still

ean be done on the premises of the sectarian schools. However, once the

nonpublic school students are selected for participation, the delivery

of Chapter 1 program services by Chapter 1 instructional staff must be

removed from the sectarian el room-setting. Hence, the Felton deci-

sion, handed down ju t weeks before the beginning of the school year,

posed difficult legal and practical ?roblems for public and private

school officials around the country. Interviews of district staff in

our sample were conducted from January to April of the 1985-86 school

year, in the first year following the Felton decision. Thus, although
Chapter 1 staff were not asked specifically about the impact of this

ruling, in several districts the topic was raised by district staff in

discussing their services to nonpublic schools.

Impact _on. _some districts _in_our sample.. In eight of our 30 dis-

tricts, Chapter 1 staff spontaneously mentioned the Felton decision when

asked about the participation of nonpublic school students in Chapter 1.

In two districts, district staff had been unable to locate an acceptable

alternative site in which to deliver services to sectarian school
students, and decided to suspend services to these students until a

satisfactory plan could be made. In five districts, the Felton decision

caused at least a temporary reduction in services to sectarian school

students because of decreased student participation. Specifically, in

these districts services had formerly been delivered to sectarian school

students in their own sectarian schools. The inconvenience involved in

having students transported to another service delivery site led some

sectarian schools and the parents of some individual sectarian school

students to refuse service. In one of these districts, the additional

ime and expense involved in transportation resulted in a decision to

offer services to fewer sectarian school students. One other district

reported that while the Felton decision had created more work for the
Chapter I staff, they had been able to maintain service to sectarian

school students at the former level.
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To summarize, we know that the _Felton decision affected service

nonpublic school students in eight of our districts, 44% of distrie

who had served such students in the previous yenr. In two districts,

services were stopped for at least one year. In five districts, fewer

sectarian school students were served after the decision. Other dis-

tricts in the sample may have been similarly affected, but did not

report this, or they may not have been affected.

flow_are nonpuhliphopl studen_ta_pelected_tc ppricipate in_Chap_7

te The selection of public school students for participation in

Chapter 1 is a two-step process, involving first identifying schools

with attendance areas having the highesL percentage or number of stu-

dents from low income families, and second, within those schools iden-

tifying students on the basis of educational need.

In contrast, targeting noppeblic school students not involve

the step of identifying the poorer nonpublic schools. Instead, dis-

tricts must locate those individual students who would be participating

in Chapter 1 if they attended a participating public school. Districts

should iden _fy all nonpublic school students residing within eligible

(low-income) pu lic school attendance areas and, if those students are

within targeted grade bands and if private school officials or parents

so desire, determine if they are educationally deprived. If the stu-

dents prove to be educationally deprived, the district should offer them

appropriate Chapter 1 services.

1,ocatipg nonpublic scheol studep_ts_in poverty arten7

.dance areas. In practice, districts in our sample do not appear to

search all eligible school attendance areas for nonpublic school stu-

dents to test. Instead, they usually begin by locating the nonpublic

schools within their district. In our sample, 15 districts reported

delivering services to nonpublic schools. Of these districts,

reported their selection methods in sufficient detail that we can report

the process, and all 12 begin at the school, rather than the student

level.
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In five districts nonpublic schools have to meet certatn criteria

before any of their students can participate. In four of these dis-
tricts he nonpublic school must be located within a Chapter 1 eligible

school attendance area or near a Chapter 1 public school. Three dis-

tricta require that the nonpublic school have some minimum number of

students showing educational deprivation, one requires a minimum numhPr

of students receiving free or reduced-price lunches, and one requires

that the achool hp licensed. (Most of these districts have more than

one criterion.) Seven dintricte do not have any nchool-ievel require-

ments for participation, aside from the requirement that the school be

within the district boundaries. If nonpublic schools are found to be

eligible, they are asked if they are interested in having el gible

students participate in Ch'pter 1. Not all are Interested.

lelect_i;___Ioorlic_scholts. Having located nonpublic

schools which meet district criteria for participation and are inter-

ested in having studenta participate, districts then decide which, if

any, individual nonpublic school students are eligible. In three dis-

tricts within our sample, nonpublic school students are selected in

exactly the same way public school students are selectedthat is, the

same cutoff score on the same test is used to select both types of
participants. In six districts, the selection methods are very similar,

but not the same. For example, the same cutoff score may be applied but

using a different test, or only teacher-referred students may be tested,

but with the same test and cutoff score as are used for grade-wide
tes ing in the public schools. In three districts, the selection
process is entirely different. For example, teacher referrals are used

in place of test scores.

Nonpublic school students who participate in Chapter 1 should

reside in eligible school attendance areas. Six districts in our sample

specifically reported that they would serve only such students. Two

specifically said they had no such requirement. (One of these districts

requires that the nonpublic school be located in an eligible school
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t ndnnee area, And ono requiron only that the nonpublic school stu-

dents live in the school district.) Seven digtrictn did not report

whether they had any residence requirement.

5ummary

In our sample, an in the nation, nonpu lic school partLcfpntion

accounts for a very small portion of students participating in Chapter

1. In districts where nonpublic school students are receiving Chapter 1

services, students are selected to receive services in a variety of

ways, usually beginning with n district decision to offer services to

the nonpublic school the student attends. Within our small sample the

wide variety of criteria nnd methods used to select nonpublic school

students reveals that great diversity must exist across the country in

the methods school districts USe tO locate and serve educationally

deprived nonpublic school students. Our sample also offers examples of

the logistical problems created in some districts by the Fel_ton deci-

sion, and illustrates that as a result of fal.tpn sectarian school stu-

dents in some districts have experienced at least A one-year reduction

or elimination of Chapter 1 services.
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Table A-1

Percent of Poor Students In Avernge Chap
and Non-Chapter 1 Schools in 10

SLhools Non-Chap
District- % Poor
Wide # of in Avg.

et Povert Schoola -hool*
# of
chon

nor Chapter
in Avg. Non-Chap
hool* Differonet -

r 1

Low Poverty

C2 2.5 5 12 25 9.0
El 10.1 8 17 9 10.0
Jl 7.9 2 5 0
PI 6.0 6 0
84 1.0 2 2 20 2 0.0

Total: 18 54

Medium Pnvrty

131 19.1 7 44 0
Cl 13.8 2/ 47 30 28 19.0
H1 16.5 6 18 0
L2 17.8 11 50 23 16 34 0
S6 17.2 3 19 0

Total: 54 53

Hi h Poverty

B7 31.0 3 30 0
C4 41.1 11 46 I 32 14.0
C5 22.6 4 30 1 8 22.0
DI 36.2 90 48 5 13 35.0
D2 36.6 129 52 104 37 15.0
Ll 29.6 14 47 5 12 35.0
M2 40.1 3 36 0
M3 29.3 1 25 0
01 33.6 53 42 27 16 26.0
P2 26.5 54 39 32 14 25.0
RI 37.1 25 63 22 39 24.0
82 40.2 19 52 15 31 21.0
S3 20.5 14 40 8 24 16.0
85 23.5 5 25 0

Total: 425 220

Very High Poverty

Cl 53.8 62 63 4 51 12.0
112 72.2 2 71
J2 78.9 4 72 0
MI 78.4 11 83 0
02 87.8 5 98 0
S1 58.7 101 87 0

Total: 185 4

Grand Total: 682 331 19.8

ercent of students receiving free and/Or reduced lunches computed from data
oupplied by district. May not match districtwide poverty figures, which were
taken from Chapter 1 applications and may have been calculated on other bases.
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Table A-2

Percent Poor S udentn in the Avernge Chapter 1 School
and Non-Chapter 1 School in 30 Districts

lapter ehools Non-Cha ter 1 Schools
Difference
Between

Avg. Schools

# of
Dfntrlcta

% Poor
in Avg.
School

# of
Din ict

Poor
in Avg.

o 1

Low poverty 5 12 3 3 9

Medium poverty 5 42 2 23 19

High poverty 14 47 10 29 18

Very high poverty 78 51 27

Overall: 30 54 16 24 30

*Number of distrIcts differs from numb
because i- some dis ricts Chapte

of di-tricts with Chapter 1 schools
serves :11 school

A-3
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Table A-3

Achievement Score In the Average Chapter 1
and Non-Chapter 1 Schools in 27 Districts

Chap Schools IJITIal2ilfr 1 School

# of
_choo

Mean
Ach.
Score

Mean Chapter I/
# of Ach. Non-Chapter 1
choo Score Difference

Low Poverty

C2 62.1 25 63.8 - 1.7
JI 61.0 n N/A
PI 1 57.3 0 N/A
514 7 501.4 20 64.9

Me ius Poverty

El 7 57.3 0 N/A
G1 27 49.5 30 55.3 5.8
81 6 51.2 0 N/A
L2 11 56.0 23 64.4 - 8.4
SO 3 51.3 0 N/A

High Poverty

112 4 52.7 0 N/A
C4 11 50.6 0 N/A
DI 90 53.1 5 57.2 - 4.1
D2 129 51.9 104 53.8 1.9
LI 14 47.0 5 53.6 6.6
K2 3 47.9 0 N/A
M3 1 66.0 0 N/A
01 53 46.1 27 59.1 -13.0
P2 44 52.7 31 64.0 -11.3
RI 25 48.2 22 58.4 -10.2
52 19 46.2 15 52.4 - 6.2
53 14 52.1 8 55.6 - 3.5
S5 5 54.8 0 N/A

Very HigL Poverty

Cl 62 48.7 4 52.0 3.3
82 4 47.2 0 N/A
M1 11 48.5 0 N/A
02 5 46.5 0 N/A
SI 101 48.7 0 N/A

Total: 1,137 634
Mean Diffe ence:* - 6.3

*Weighted by district; that is, each distr ct has equal weight.
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Table A-4

Percent of Special Education Studen__
in the Average Chapter 1 School

chaPt_er 1 Schools Non-Chapter 1 Sc_oo s
Chapter
Non-Chapter
Difference

# of
District Schools

Sp.Ed.
in Avg.
School

Sp.Ed.
0 of in Avg.

Schools School_

Low Poverty

C2 5 15.5 25 3.7
PI 1 16.1 0
84 2 1.6 20 1.9 - 0.3

Total: 8 45
Mean District Difference: 1 7

Medium Poverty

B1 7 3.2 0

GI 27 9.2 30 8.3 0.9
HI 6 12.9 0

L2 11 14.7 23 8.1 6.6
SO 3 8.1 0

Total: 55 53
Mean District Difference: 3.75

High Poverty

B2 4 10.6 0

DI .90 11.4 5 6.5 4.9
Ll 14 15.3 5 15.8 - 0.5
M2 3 15.3 0
M3 1 13.3 0
01 53 12.0 27 10.2 1.8
P2 44 10.9 31 '.2 2.7
R1 25 10.2 22 ..3 4.9
52 19 14.5 15 15.7 - 1.2
S5 5 8.9 0

Total: 258 105
Mean DIstrict Difference: 2.1

Very High Poverty

Cl 62 11.8 4 7.1 4.7
MI 11 6.2 0
02 5 1.0 0
SI 101 9.1 0

Total: 179 4

Mean District Difference: 4.7
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Tabl A-5

Percent of LEP Students in the Average Chapter _ School
and the Average Non-Chapter 1 School in 13 Districts

Cha ter 1 Schoo Non-Chapter 1 Schools Chapter
0 6f- Non-ChapterCt Schools LEP Schooi LEP Difference

Law Poverty

C2 5 1.6 25 0.3 1.384 11.3 20 8.4 2.9
Medium Poverty

B1 7 0
Hi 6 1.5 0

High Poverty

DI 90 0.1 5 0 0.1LI 14 0.6 5 0.2 0.4M3 I 2.5 0
01 53 4.0 27 1.6 2.4P2 44 4.1 31 1.2 2.9R1 25 4.5 22 0.4 4.152 19 12.2 15 9.5 2.753 14 3.4 8 2.6 0.8

Very fligh Poverty

MI 11 24.9

Total: 291 158
Mean District Difference:* 1.8

an is calcula th each district weighted equally.



Ta_l A-6

Number and Percent of Schools in Each School Poverty Ran e
Whose Poverty is Above Their District Avernge

by Range of District Poverty Level

Poverty
v 1 0-77 8-127

School Poverty Ran es
13-20% 21-50% >50% Total

Low to Modera
(0-12%)

Number 21 7 4 34
62 21 12 101

Moderate 3-20%)

Number 0 35 37 77
0 45 48 6 99

High (21-50%)

Number 0 0 104 372268
0 72 28 100

Very High (over 50%)

Number 0 13838
100 100

Note. One low to moderate poverty and one high pove -y district are
excluded because they are one-school districts.



Table A-7

District Poverty Levels an Measured by D n ict's Chapter 1
School Selection Data Source and by 1980 Orahanaky Index Data

DIstrict
Code

evel
ed on

Schoo Select
Dnt Source

Based on
Orshansky Index,

980

Cl 14
D1 36 20
D2 28 18
GI 14 16
Ll 30 20
L2 18 5
01 34 16
P2 26 11
R1 37 14
SI 59 30
52 53 8
53 20 8

C2 3 4
54 1 6

151 19 14
Ml 78 52
El 10 7

111 15 6
C4 41 32
C5 23 10
55 23 14
M2 40
56 17 5
82 31 8
112 72 73
02 88 63
Jl 8 2
P1 6 17
32 78 50
M3 25

Data not availab



Table A-8

Hultiple Correla ions and Beta Weightn for Factors
Used to Predict Chnpter 1 Participnt on

Reading NCE_Score: Partici ation In:
Non- State

Multiple Special Special Spec. Comp.
Pi!trict Correlation Education Educatlon Lunch Educ. Bi1in u 1 Educ. LE

Cl .51 -.015 -.004 .021* -.615

D1 .58 -.015 -.006 .047 -.637 .0148

D2 .53 -.005 .014* N/A

Cl .40 -.008 -.001 .051 -.512

LI .60 - 014 -.007 .029 -.390

L2 .63 -.017 .000 -.02268 -1.188b

01 .61 -.012 -.004 .0240 -.546 -.228

P2 .44 -.010 -.002 N/A -.317 -.084

R1 .30 -.004 .000 .0390 -.284 .173 -.013

SI .57 -.015 -.012 .039 -.220

82 .59 -.136 -.048 .018* -.129

83 .50 -.011 .0575 N/A -.123

.461a

-.187

-.053**

.045**

-.001a

Note. Except as menti ned below all other beta weights are statistically
significant p<.0001.

*Si n ficant at p<.05.

**Significant at p<.01.
a
Not statistically significant.

IISpecial education physical only.

N/A means data were not available.
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T ble A-9

Nomber and Percent of Educationally prived Not Participating
la any Categorical Program who Scored Within 5 NC

of the District's Cutoff Score

District
Code

Number
Eligible

and
n tie rved

Student Within
5 NCEs of Cuto Cutoff

Score

Cl

SI

670

2,332

61 367

956

< 42

e 45

D2 I 569 45 706 < 50

CI 215 61 131 < 40

53 820 35 287 < 50

RI 344 41 141 < 36

P2 631 39 244 < 45

01 619 46 286 35

Li 612 53 323 < 45

52 461 48 220 < 39

C4 289 28 81 < 45

02 238 42 100 < 50

C2 40 40 16 < 45

Avg/Total 8,840 44 3,858

Note. Data are based on medium and large districts In the sample that
used test scores primarily or test scores and teacher judgment to select
students.
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Table A- 0

Number of Chnpter 1 Students Scu ing Ab ve 50 NCEn
by Dlntrict nnd Percent

al

NTX.07.1,

Students With
Scores >50 NCEs
Number

CI 1,318 57 4

D1 7,474 48 1

D2 6,218 2,426 39
GI 404 50 12

Ll 781 5

L2 634 23 7

01 ,970 7 0

P2 ,160 182 16
RI 648 20 3

St 5,699 11 0
S2 2,332 195 8

53 958 107 11

C2 44 7 16
54 53 23 4)
MI 920 78 8

HI 162 11 7

C4 459 0
H2 56 9 16
02 205 0 0

31,495 3,261 10%
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Tiible A-1

Number and Percent of Chapter 1 PnrUclpnntn
up to 5 NCPs Above Their District's Cutof Score

District
Code

Total
irticlpnnt s

Above Cutoff

Students 5 NC]
Above Cuto

CI 194 118 61
DI 568
D2 2,426 896 37
Cl 151 66 44
LI 6 17
L2 33
01 80 52 61
P2 18D 138 36
RI 144 92 64
SI 252 239 95
S2 556
53 107 53 50
C2 12 5 42
54 23 7 30
Mi 132 62 47
HI 53
C4 24 23 96
H2 16
02 0 0 0

3,905 1,752 45%
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The ori,inal desigu for thla atudy calls for a ease study

districts that allow variations with respect to size, geographical loca-

tion, urbanicity, percent poverty, grade levela of Chapter 1 program,

and other related factors. Netionelly, elmost hree-quarters of the

districts receiving Chapter 1 funds are small and only 5% are large or

ouper large (see Table 8-1), so a representative, otratified sample Was

not possible with only 30 sites if any other variations, such as percent

poverty, were to be considered. The decision was made to identify cells

according to dietrict size and urbanicity and to assign a number of

eites per cell so that some variation in poverty, location, and grade

levela would be included. While large districts are overrepresented

with respect to their percent of the total, this me hod allows for

several case studies within each cell. Table 8-2 shows the number

districts included in each cell.

Table 8-1

Percent of Chapter 1 Districts NatIonally

Small
Medium
Large
Super large

73%
22%
4%
1%

Table 8-2

Number of Districts in Sample by Enro 1 ent Size and Urbanicity

Size
Urbanicity:

TotalUrban Suburban Ru al

Super large 4 4
Large 8 2 10
Medium 2 2 7
Small 2 5
Very small 2 4=Ag

Total: 14 30



ldentjfin,t Poten

Potential siten were nominat d in a number of ways. Some

recommended by Advisory Panel members or °there connected directly

with the study. A national membership directory of the Directors of

Research and Evaluation was consulted for larger sites. All of

Chapter 1 Technical Assistance Cente (TACs) were asked to provide

nominations in their regions Many state educational agencies (SEAs)

were called and were particularly helpful in locating smaller sites.

Finally, SEA directories of school districts, and other Hats of school

districts were consulted. With the aid of all of these sources, calls

were made to LEAs in every state except Alaska.

Before any sites were contacted, the Di -c or of Chapter 1 PERI

studies, wrote to the Chief State School Officer in each state explain-

ing the purpose of all the studies and requesting that a state contact

be identified. In states where the SEA was telephoned, the identified

contact was frequently the source of site nominations.

The first step in contacting a potential sIte was a telephone call

from project staff. The purpose of the call was to obtain Information

about data available from the site and to gauge the site's willingness

to participate in the study. Calls were made to over 200 school

districts in the continental Uni ed States and Hawaii.

Descriptive information obtained from each potential site included

,EA population, grade levels served by Chapter 1, urbanicity, and e'As-

tence of other programs such as state compensatory education or programs

for LEP students. In addition, detailed questions were asked about the

kind of student information available. The minimum information needed

for the purposes of the study included:

222
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dist et-wide echievement datn;

identification of Chapter 1 participants; and

identificntion of low-income etudents indtvidu_l y or nn n per
cent of each school's population.

At thin point, key individuc,__ re identiffed by name such as the

Chapter 1 director, the pereon responsible for diatrlctwlde student

records, and the individual to whom we ehould address the request i

the district to participate In the study.

Rank!

Based on the telephone interview, the appropriateness of each site

evaluated. For large distric $ computerized achievement files were

a prerequisite to participation. Siten with computerized lists of

Chapter 1 participants and student- evel computerized poverty informa-

tion were more desirable than sitea with paper files or sites with only

school-level poverty data. However, it was not possible to find optimal

conditions in all sites, and paper files could be handled for small

numbers of students. It was rare to find computerized recorda for dis-

tricts with enrol mente below 2,500 students. Suburbs, even if they

were large, tended to be less automated than urban districts. Finally,

many districts had combinations of computerized and paper files. It was

necessary to consider all of these factors in evaluating each di Act.

Potential sites were sorted into three categor es--highly desir-

able, possibli. and not adequate. Highly desirable sites were listed in

their appropriate cells. The entire list was examined for geographical

representation. Final selections were made with the intention of

reflecting diversity on characteristics such as presence of state

compensatory education, participation of private schools, and grades of

Chapter 1 participation. Additional calls were made to fill any per-

ceived gaps in district characteristics.
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Introduction

Data for this atudy were received from thlrt school dItrIcta

across the country. Each of the data seta WAR unique, not only in con-

tent, but also in format. Data were received on magnetic tapes, floppy

disks and paper, yet all data were analyzed on the IBM-3084 mainframe

computer at Stanford University. Prior to beginning analysis, the data

had to be put on disks of the 3084 system, then carefully checked for

errors and cleaned accordingly. The procenaca of file conatruction and

cleaning are deucribed in thin appendix.

Requesting the Date

Establish Contact

RO part of the process by which districts were selected for this

study, each prospective district was screened concerning its quantita-

tive d ta. Only districts that indicated fairly complete date bases

during the screening process were invited to participate (see Appendix B

of this report for a complete discussion of the selection process).

During this same period of time, we constructed a preliminary "wish

1 of variables. This list included key variables (those variables

without which analysis could not be undertaken), and desirable but

nonessential variables. The first category contains such variables as

Chapter 1 participation and test scores for each student; the second,

ethnicity, age, and sex. Table C-1 presents the variable list.

Once a dIstrict had agreed to participate in the study, we tele-

phoned the persons who were responsible for the relevant data. This

telephone call had three main purposes: (a) to establish contact with

the persons responsible for the quantitative data at the district and to

familiarize them with the study; (b) to verify that the district had

data we could us (prior contact'during the screening process had not
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Table

List of liar -blea

For each student currently enrolled in grades through

A. Demographic data
School enrolled for 19
Grade level in 1985-86
Date of birth
Race
Sex

Limited-English-prof cient. U90 most recent data available .

May be dichotomous variab e (LEP or not LEP). May be variable
with severnl coden (e-g., 0 a fluent Englinh, I lImited
English, 2 a Non-English speaker or a score on a language
proficiency test).

Program:participation,in_1985786
Chapter 1 participant. May be4lchotomoun variable (Chapter 1

participant or not). May be one variable with several codes
(e.g., 0 a not Chapter 1, 1 a Chapter 1 reading, 2 ft Chapter I
math, etc.) May be a series of dichotomous variables (e.g.,
participant in Chapter 1 reading program or not, participant
in Chapter 1 math program or not, etc.).

Special Education Program participant. May be dichotomous
variable or coded by type of handicap.

State Compensatory Education Program participant
Bilingual Education Program participant
Migrant Education Program participant

C. Programparticipation foT 1984785
Chapter 1 participant 1984-85

D. Achievement and poveqy status
Standardized test scores. Achievement test scores for spring

1985. NCEs preferred. If not NCEs, national percentile
ranks. Separate scores for reading, mathematics, and language
arta by subtest (e.g., vocabulary, reading comprehension,
etc.) or total battery (e.g., total reading, total math, total
language arts).

Poverty status. Por 1984-85, participant in National Lunch
Program or recipient of AFDC. May be dichotomous or may be
more detailed (e.g., 0 a non-participant, 1 a free lunch, 2 a
reduced-price lunch).

For each school in the district:

Chapter 1 school 1985-86 May be dichotomous variable (e.g.,
Chapter 1 school 1984-85 Chapter 1/not Chapter 1) or liating of

school identification codes for those
schools with Chapter 1 programs.
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always been with the people actually reaponnlbl.o for the data); and (c)

assuming the district indeed had unable data, to discuss the apecif c
form of the data and variablen.

Points a and b bear further elaboration. Our goal was to rece ve
all quantitative data necessary to aimulate a district's school and stu-
dent targeting practices for the 1985-86 school year. At a minimum,
such a data set would include Chapter 1 and other program part_cipation

variablen for the 1985-86 school year, and test scorea and poverty data

used by the district to select achoola and students for Chapter 1 ser-
vices for the same year. In most cases, this meant that teat scores and

poverty data were from the spring of 1985.

Each district had already indicated that it had the relevant do a;

the issue was whether the district had th data in a form that was
usable for the preeent study. Clearly, the best possible case would-
have been a district with all data relevant to Chapter 1 for the 1985-86
school year in a form that was readable on the IBM-3084. However, the
purpose of the discussion was to determine if there were viable alter-

natives when data were not available in that form. A few possibilitiea

envisioned were:

No complete data base relevant to Chapter 1 selection for the
1985-86 school year, but a complete data base for 1984-85 on an
IBM or compatible system;

2. Some combination of data readable on the IBM mainframe (magnetic
tapes), and data on other media floppy disks and/or paper
files

Data on magnetic tapes from systems that were not IBM-com-
patible.



We could accommodate the firat of these situations by changing the

focus year to 1984-85. Thin would present no problem from the technical

standpoint, although subotantively it would be less than optimal. In

the second and third canes, careful discussion with the districts wouA

be necessary to determine whether the files could be converted to 3084-

readable form, and if so, the amount of work that would be involved.

We obtained the foliowin information for each d et:

Year for which data were available. Am we anticipated, several

large districts did not have data pertaining to Chapter 1 part

ipation for the 1985-86 school year, but did have data pertaining

to the 1984-85 school year.

Grades for which data were available. In most participating dis-

tricts, standardized test data were available for only a subset

of grades and Chapter 1 serves only a subset of grades. These

two subsets were not necessarily identical.

Variables ava lable. The list of variables included a set of

variables that were necessary to perform analyses for districts

that used test scores as the sole criterion for selecting stu-

dents. For each district, it was necessary to determine whether

additional variables were needed to simulate targeting, and, if

so, if they were available on the data base. An example of such

a variable is teacher rating. At the same time, we asked dis-

trict staff whether the district could provide other variables

that might be important for the study. These might include type

of Chapter 1 services received (e.g., reading, math, or both),

specific handicap for special education students, and demographic

variables.

Form of the data (magnetic tapes, floppy disks, paper files). In

general, for large distri -45, it was crucial that all data be in
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machine-readable form, as hand coding of paper filen would have
been too'costly. For smaller districts, there wan more lett ude;
floppy disks from virtually any system or paper filen were
acceptable.

asked all districts whether data would be provided In a single
date e, or more than one file. When the latter was the case, it W88
e sential to insure that each file would contain a common student iden-

er (usually a student ID number). This identifier would be neces-
sary to merge the files, since we requeated that no names of students be
on the files. If a district anticipated providing more than one file,
and one or more of the files did not have a common student identifier,
we ascertained the size of the files without the identifier. If they
were small, a coder could be paid by the study to add the student
identifiers at the district. However, If they were large, the time and
expense would be prohibitive.

LcmiaLly_Lisauest the Data.

After these discussions had been held with a district, we wrote the
district formally requesting specific data and documentation. The
letter for each district requested data on different variables because
of two factors: first, some districts had programs or types of students
th t the others did not (e.g., state compensatory education programs
LEP students); second, even districts with the same types of students
and programs varied as to the form in which data were kept (e.g., dis-
tricts with LEP students might or might not have LEP data in a form that
was usable f his study). The letters also differed as to the grade
bands for data were requested. In most cases, we requested data
_t all gre t at had test scores. A copy of this letter is included
as Attadm

DistrIcts furnishing data on magnetic tapes were asked to provide
certain documentation. Forms for documentation of the data and of the
data files were attached to the letter.
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Note that in the letter and attachmenta, the only requirement con-

cerning the data Is that it be furnished in "raw" form. This was to in-

aure that data would be rendable on the TRM-3084 regardleaa of the

system on which it wan written. It was clear tbnt lack of other con-

straints would result in a substantial increase in work for ua since

each district data base was unique. Nevertheless, specification of a

uniform format would have been extremely burdennome for some distrieta,

and our overriding consideration was minimize this burden.

Data F

Review the Documentation

Da a and documentation were received from distrIcts as each

visit took place. Data came in every possible combination of magne ic

tapes, floppy disks, and paper files, although large districts tended to

have data on magnetic tapes written by mainframes, while small districts

tended to have all paper files. Few districts had data on floppy disks.

While the media on which the data were written varied across dis-

tricts, the data files documentation themselves varied much more. The

data varied greatly as to format, and both the data and documentation

varied as to completeness.

The first steps in file construction were to examine the data and

the documentation carefully, to obtain any missing informa ion or data,

and/or to resolve any inconsistencies before proceeding.

Since documentation is the key to reading or understanding any

data, the documentation was examined first for the following:

Did the documentation appear to be complete? In several dis-

tricts, documentation was extremely scanty. For instance, in

one district, documentation for a file on a magnetic tape
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consiated of a mere list of variable nnmes and their on ions

(fields). No explanation of variable names (nome of which were

quite cryptic) was provided, nor were value codes. We obtained

this information only after telephoning the district several
times.

2. Did the documentation indicate that the district had neglected

to send any essential variables? In aeveral cases, it did. For

instance, in two caner' dIntrict data files contained no data on

Chapter 1 participation--the key variable to the otudy. We re-

quested further data or replacement data sets from these die-

tricts.

Was the documentation understandable? As indicated above,

documentation furnished by districts varied tremendously. For

most districts, it :was fairly short and straightforward; how-

ever, for several diotricts, it was quite lengthy and/or com-

plicated. In these cases, we maintained close contact with the

district until all ambIguities were resolved.

For inotance, the documentation sent by one district was lengthy

and complicated. The length was the result of a hi hly complex

data etructure in which one format applied for a particular set

of grades, while other formats applied for other sets of

grades--all within the same data file. Furthermore, meanings of

values for a given variable varied across grades. For example,

column 67 was the handicap code for grades 2 and 3; but for

grades 4, 5, 7, and 10, it indicated whether a student received

free or reduced lunch. And for grades 2 and 3, a value of 5 for

a particular state compensatory education program meant that a

student was in the reading program; for grades 6, a value of 5

meant that n student was not eligible for the program. This was

one of the areas in which multiple cOntact0 with the district

were required to unravel the documentation in order to proceed

with reading the data.

2,
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Examine the =Mtn

tjuttiktr.t. Data cannot be parr t,nd from magnetic tapes wi hnut

knowledge of the characteristics of ti.ogyie tape. The documentat on sup-

plied by dirt-trictn that sent magnetic tapes usually contained this in-

formation. 7711owever, one diotrict had expressed uncertainty about the

number of ft, lea on their data tnie.1 Furthermore, eharacteriatica of

labele on ra ,netic tapes written by var7ioun operating systems and hard-

ware cin vary in obvious ways (IBM otanctiard, ANSI, or no labels), and tn

less obvious ways (for instance, whethem,r or not a tape has header and

footerMbels Almost any documentatic=pn would indicate the former, but

even he moat= complete documentation vo--1..iid not necessarily indicate the

latt

These uacertalnticn made noose ry a preliminary step befor u-

reeding the dote. Thin step uas t c. read the data using a utility

ea deve5c_-loped at Stanford Univers ity to examine "mystery tapes."

TAPESNIF provides information on ouch =haraeteriatics as density, type

of labels, =amber of files, and numbe of records in each file (for

labeled tepesn . Another extremely unef=.- 1 feature of TAPESNIF is that it

dumps giversl records from each data taPlock in alphanumeric characters

and t)te correassponding hex code. (lot ummilsbeled tapes, a logical record

length of SO o!ind a block size of 32,760 -Aare assumed.)

Ai indieted above, we had request d raw data from the districts.

When the data on a tape were indeed ray, the alphanumeric dump was read-

able, and coullild be examined to determine whether the format given in the

1the dis rice told us that they had tried to write three files on a
tape, tut wer uncertain as to whether t._ -here were indeed three files or
only one. fumarthermore, when they tried3 to make a backup copy of the
tape prior to sending it they were not able to read the tape on their
own machine.
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tlocumentatton Wflfl correct. For moot tnen. this

data could be read using th format nu plied by t

and the

ict and infor-

mation from TAPHSNIF. However, for two files tbr printouts contnined

hie signaled a

problem that waa time-consuming and d fficult to reso ve Lengthy and

detsiled examination of the hex code along with the district's printout

revealed that the data were in 7-bit characters stored in 36-bit words

(while the IBM system uses 8-bit characters). A complicated skipping

pattern was necessary to read the data properly.

only unprintable characters. For one district

The other unreadable printout pertained to a file con aining a

district's tettt ucore data. In this case, exsrninition of the hex code

ohowed that the reason the printout waa unreadable wan that the data

were in unsigned packed decimal format. Since this format could be rend

by SAS, the software that wan to be used for the analysis, there wan
actually no problem.

Floppy disks. Three districts sent data on floppy dinks. Two of

them sent IBM-compatible disks. Theae data were examined on a micro-

computer, and uploaded to the mainframe with no problems.

The procedure for the third district data was more complicated.

The disks had been written by a micro-computer that is virtually obso-

lete. They could neither be read by any micro-computer nor be converted

by any utility available to us. After much searching, we located a

norviee bureau that wan able to translate three of the four disks to

IBM-compatible disks. However, the fourth disk was returned to us as

untranslatable because of problems on the disk. Additionally, when we

examined the data on the IBM-compatible disks, it was clear that some of

the records had been garbled. Fortunately, the district had provided

complete paper files along with the floppies. Using these paper files,

data that were missing or garbled on the floppies were punched. Once

the punched data and the data from the floppies were uploaded, they were

merged, resulting in a complete data set.
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Paper fijea. We crutin paper files to nee thnt they were

comp ete, contained th expected 1-!-Iumher ofmnes, and made A. enne. Any

problems were reaolved ono Mid by (lase Wis. For example ., one dis-

trict had sent test datamly for *Chapter letudents. We latelTr obtained

teat scores for atudentowho urer, not Chapter 1 participantmn only for

some grades. Once we determinmt.d that he data were on-iplete and

correct, we assigned a format for -riche fileond had the data ptinched and

uploadeo to the malnfrano

Clean the Da

Tesr_for_duplicates, Data fi=ea should have contained oil.e and ely

one record for each studeg. Earrly expenmee showed that ata

were likely to contain um dupli=ate recodh Therefore, w171-len a ille

contained a unique identifier for each etudent (such aa an ICED number),

the first step in the doming pr-ocess invehred testing for duplicate

records. In general, wedld thie by aortingthe data by atudement ID and

then running a FORTRAN rogram th_ .t printedont records contriEaining any

student ID that occurred sore than once in Diedata.

Data from only two d1strIct a containd large numbers of duplicate

records. For one site wevere abtae to sag the appropriat=e records

by using the school and umllment codes. hthe other case, tithere were

over 50 pairs of duplicgos, and rxic7ne of thee was salvagableoe. Docu-

mentation supplied by tbodistrict includedoutput of the prowogram that

had produced the data filo. The ouLtput indhged that the filega supplied

to us had been produced by mergin= other dietrict files that contained

duplitate IDs. Under theee condi=ions, there is no logically correct

way to match duplicate records, atte: reefds produced by a meri=e are not

reliable. Therefore, duplicate rec-orda were deleted.

Read the data wIth SAS and c

with the exception of the student

ruct_a8AS f Ic. Up to thmis point,

identifier, the data had 7 been read

only as a meaningless strhgof 1.-,b:2Fte charuurs. Now we read I the data



an actu l variables using the format nupplied 4 the dintr and

constructed a fih SAS file for nalysin unh

package.

SAS eof

We had checkd the data in several ways prior to this step, and for

moot districtn, ve constructed a SAS file. Hawker, in several

etances SAS indicated that the d ta wwere invalid for the format spe-

cified. In one instance, this was due to garbled dka midway through a

file containing mmr 27,000 records. (Fortunately, the file contained

only data that wen not eanential to th study, aisu the data could not

be recovered.) In another instance, tEE'lls was merely a sign that there

were nonnumeric elmrac:ters in data that= the computer was attempting to

read as numeric. Once we determined th=e appropriate format by recheck-

ing the hex dump, we were able to proced.

Clean any remaining pr blems. Oncom, a d __ces data were in a SAS

, descriptive statistics were comp=ted. We acrutinized these StW-

ice carefully bemuse when descrip77cive statistics deviate greatly

expectations, it is often a sign t71-lat something is wrong with data

or a program. Ilk most districts, th-doe descriptive statistics looked

fine. Indeed, several districts had !furnished denriptive statistics

for their data wfth which ours could Elbe compared. In each of these

cases, comparisons Onfirmed that there --were no problems.

When values seemed peculiar, we r Amchecked documentation and data

dumps. Problems signaled by descriptie etatistiu fell into several

major categories.

Variables dropped:. In several czmises, peculiar values were the

result of format errors in the document8intion aupplid by districts that

had not been evident from the TAPESNIF oucitput. Foremmple, deacriptive

statistics indicated that there were nom special education students in

one district, although, according to the district's documentation, there

ahould have been. The documentation imdicated thk special education



atudenta ahou -d have a nonblank character in n particular field, while

for atudents who were not in special edue 1on, the field ahould be

blank. However, the descriptive otatiatica indicated that the field was

always blank. Rechecking the alphanumeric dump of the raw data against

the format supplied by the district allowed that the column indicated as

special education on the documentation was always blank, while the adj -

cent column had values that were consistent with the special education

variable per the documentation. In these cases, we simply reread the

data uaing the correct format.

In one case, careful checking of descriptive statistics pointed to

bad data. The descriptive statistics for a distrIct's 1985 reading and

math tent ocores were identical were Chapter 1 participation vari-

ables for 1984-85 and 1985-86. as highly unlikely that these iden-

tical variables could have been coincidental. Further analysis showed

that the variables were identical for every student. When we informed

the district, they rechecked their programs and discovered that one test

score had mistakenly been written on the tape for both variables, and

the other had not been written at all. They advised which test score

was valid. At the same time they informed us that the Chapter 1 data

for 1985-86 were indeed identical to the 1984-85 Chapter 1 data because

the district's standard operating procedure is to carry forward the data

from the prior year and then edit the file as necessary, changing data

for students who had been added to, or dropped from the program. The

data supplied to us had not yet been edited.

The final usable data set from this diatrict contained a reading

test score and a Chapter 1 participation variable for 1984-85, but grade

and school variables for 1985-86. (Accurate data on grade and school

were essential to the analysis because the district offered Chapter 1

services in only a subset of the district's ochoola and grades, and it

was important to be able to differentiate between school targeting,

grade band selection, and student targeting as reasons that a given

student was not receiving Chapter 1 services.) Analyses could be
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performed only king neveral nosumptiona, ouch no the promotion

every student from one grade to the next and that no stedenta had
changed nchooln.

We dropped another variable from the name data set when deacriptive

statistics showed only 151 people in special education out of a total

district enrollment of 10,878. This did not neem credible, no the

variable was dropped from the analysis.

Gpides_dusiml. Table C-2 presents information about grade levels

for which data were requested, received, and considered uaeable, along

with the grade bands served by Chapter 1 for each district. As stated

above, we attempted to construct a file containing all students in the

district with test scores used for Chapter 1 nelection for the "current"

year. If a district had tested gradea 2-8 laat year, we requested data

for etudents who were in grades 3-9 this year. Additionally, we re-

quested data for students who were currently in the lowest grade that

waa tested the previous year (grade 2 in this example) to insure that no

student with a test score was omitted from the data set because he or

Ole had been retained in grade.

Subsequently, we dropped grades from the analysis for several

reaaons. Upon further consideration, analysis of the students in grades

in which only retained students had test scores seemed to present a

biased picture of a district's practices, since the numbers were small

and all the test scores were low. Comparisons of mean test scores of

Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 students would not be repretentative of the

distric practices.

In other cases, although the dIstrIct had indicated that particular

grades had test scores, few or no test scores were available on the data

file. Besides the sparse data for the lowest grade requested, data were

either sparse or missing for grade 11 in 02, grade 1 in 82 and PI, and

grades 1-3 in Jl. Such grades were dropped.
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Table C-2

Grade Levels for Which Data Were Reques d, RoroIved, nnd
and Grades At Which Chapter 1 Operates, ly District

Usahlen Grades b

Cl

D1

D2

4-9
K-12

3,5,8,11

4-9
1-6

3,5,8,11

4-9
2-6

3,5,8

K-8
1-6

PreK-12
G1 2-11 4-10 4-6,8-10 3-12
LI 2-10 2-10 2-10 K-5
L2 2-10 2-10 2-6 K-6
01 1-9 1-9 1-9 1-8
P2 3-9 3-8 3-8 K-12
RI K-12 K-I2 2-11 K-12
51 K-I2 K-I2 1-12 K-8
52 2-12 2-12 2-6 K-6
63 K-12 K-12 2-5 K-8
C2 3-8 3-8 4-8 K-8
64 3-9 3-9 4-9 K-8
81 K-8 K-8 1-8 K-6
Mi 2-12 2-12 2-6* 2-12
El K,2,4,6 K-5 1,3,5 K-6
H1 7-12 7-12 7-8 7-12
C4 1-12 1-8 2-7 K-8
C5 1-8 2-9 2-9 1-9
65 2-9 2-9 2-9 K-8
M2 K-12 K-6 1-6 K-8
66 1-6 1-6 2-6 1-6
82 K-9 1-8 2 4,6 8 K-8
82 K-12 2-9 4-9 K-9
02 K-12 K-10 1-10 K,4-8
Jl 2-12 K-12 4-12 K-6
PI K-9 K-6 2-6 K-12
J2 K-12 1-8 1-8 K-8
M3 K-9 K-8 K-8 K-8

4"Usable means that individuals have at least teat scores, sad a
Chapter 1 participation variable .

bReading and/or math program

*Test scores available for 2-12, but Chapter I varIable only good for
grades 2-6.

2.38
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In one dintrict a problem Win signaled when descriptive stet

showed that no seventh gradern had valid tent scores. Examinati n of

the data pent from the diatrict nhowed that dnta on sixth graders had

been omitted from the data file conta ning tent ncores. Since the

"curr nt" year was the year following the test, all test ncoree for

oeventh graders were mianing. Consequently, they were dropped from the

analysis.

Variables other than test scores could also cause a grade to be

considered unusable. One district's Chapter 1 participation data were

not reliable above grade 6, according to the district. Another district

indicated that lunch data w re not re lable above grade 5.

In one carte, we dropped certain grades from our analyses because of

lack of documentation. In our analyses we converted all test 'scores to

NCEs for comparability. This district furnished test scores that were

not in NCEn and could be converted to NCEs using special tables that

only the diatrict could provide. The district sent the tables for only

a subset of gradee. Thus, we were unable to analyze data for the other

grades.

Schools dropped. We dropped all observations with particular

school codes because the schools were in some way special or were not

actually schoola at all. These included schools that were exclusively

for special education students, adult education facilities, and hos-

pitals. The data were often sparse for students in these facilities,

but more importantly, we dropped them because they were not included by

districts in their targeting for Chapter 1.

al Data Files

Table C-3 shows the variables in each district's data file. The
goal of constructing an analyzable data file containing Chapter 1

participation data for the current year and the relevant selection data

was met for all 30 diatricts, with a few minor exceptions.
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Besidea the problems iidicated in the section on var1nh1e n

were dropped, the most common deficiencila of the final data

involved problems with the Chapter 1 participation variable, teach

judgment, and poverty data.

Chapter 1 Participation

Six districts that had separate Chapter 1 programs and aeparate

otudent selection criteria for reading and math sent only one variable

indicating whether a student was in Chapter 1 (any program) or not.

There were two ways we could have han.iled this lack of data for our

analysis, neither of them perfect. Wa might have covaidered a student

eligible for Chapter 1 if both his reading and math scores were low.

Alternatively, we might have considered a student eligible for Chapter 1

if either his reading or math score was low. In either case, simul -

-tions might be incorrect for people who had one hi h and one low test

score, but in different ways. If the focus were on the reading program,

the first strategy would make a distric:1 appear to have iwproperly

targeted people with low reading scores and high math scores while the

second strategy would make the district appear to have improperly

targeted students with high reading scores and low math scores. We

chose to use the second strategy for this study, but results should be

viewed with caution.

Poverty. Six districts were unable to furnish poverty data by

student. It should be noted that during the preliminary screening

process, it was clear that student-level poverty data were the most

difficult data to obtain.

Conc u-ion

appendix has described the process by which data files from

30 districts across the country were put into a form that could be used

for the analyses in this study. In presenting a detailed account of

C-18
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thin process, much of the focun has necessnrily been on the problems

and difficulties Involved in file conotruction nnd data cleaning.

The data exinting within the files of school districts offer a rich

source of information about schools, atudents, and program participa-

tion; the task of editing and standardizing unique data sets that have

been designed to meet the information needs of their districts proved to

be a time consuming one. The approach of using district data allowed us

to capitalize on the dnta that were already available in the record

keeping system of these 30 LEAn. Throughout the course of the study,

personnel from the diniricts were eetremely cooperative uni helpful.

For some dintricts, the task of constructing data filen wan quite heavy,

yet the districts did a remarkable job of furnishing and documenting the

data, and nroviding other useful information to accompany them.

243
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ATTACHMENT I

Dear

Im am writing you pursuant to my telephone conversation on
(date) with during which we discussed the content of your
data files on atudents. The purpose of this letter is to confirm
the characteristics of the data tape we hope to obtain from your
district for the national Chapter 1 Targeting Study.

Our goal it) to acquire data tapes from your district that will
have information on otudents currently enrolled in the district for
the 1985-86 schoo1 year. We are aware, however, that the moat
recent data available for some vatiablee may be from the 1984-85
school year. For instance, the most recent achievement data for
students in your district is for spring of 1985. We have expreased
our preferences concerning the source time of each variable in
Attachment A.

The variables of inte est to us are listed in Attachment A.
The list is meant to be flexible concerning the exact form of some
of the variables. As a rule, we would prefer that you furnish us
with data that are as fine-grained as possible. If your data are
more detailed than those specified on the attached list, we would
like to have the more detailed data. For instance, data for
special education participants that is coded by type of handicap is
preferred over a code that merely indicates that a student is or is
not in special education. In any case, we will need a variable
list and value labels.

We also realize that you may have other vari bles in your data
base of which we are unaware that would allow us to make additional
comparisons between Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 students. Should
you have additional data that might be of interest to us, please
include it or give us a call to discuss it. For example, the
following types of information for Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1
students would be useful:

- Household annual income
- Years of school completed by parents
- Disciplinary referrals
- Occupational category of parents. For instance,

0 e unemployed; 1 unskilled; 2 e skilled workers;
3 e white collar; 4 e professional and managers

- Teacher judgment ratings of students considered for
Chapter 1

- Attendance rates
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ATTACHMENT 1

(Pnge 2)

Concerning the form of the data, we prefer to have formatted
raw data files. Please do not write binary fileø. Tapes must be
9-track. Our preferences for file structure are in Attachment B.
These preferences are slight and are meant as a guide only if it la
just as convenient for you to use one specification 09 another. If

this is not the case, however, write the tape in the way that is
most convenient for you.

Enclosed are two forms for you to use in documenting the
f ties. One completed Fi e Description form for each file you write
snd one Tape Description form Mould accompany each tape.

We are also interested in obt_ fling any analogous data that
the district may have for non7public school students. Even if data
are available only for those non-public school students partic-
ipating in Chapter 1, they would be useful for the purposes of our
study.

A member of the project team from the Chapter 1 Targeting
Study, , will be visiting the district (date). We hope that
the data tape can be ready for him/her to pick up at that time. I

will call you on (1 to 171/2 weeks before date) to answer any
questions you may have about our data needs. In the meantime if
you have any concerns, please do not hesitate to call me or
Christine Wood, the project director (415/941-7084).

Sincerely,
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ATTACHMENT A--

For each atudent currently aro ed in grades

A. DemogtaPhi_c data
School enrolled for 1985-86
Grade level in 1985-86
Date of birth
Race
Sex
Limited-En sh-proficient. Use most ree nt data avails 1

Msy hp dfrhotomnun variable (LEP or not LEP) Haj be ur1ablc
with several codes (e.g., 0 fluwtt English, 1 limited
English, 2 Non-English speaker or a score on a language
proficiency test).

B. Pregram_participation :0 1985-86
Chapter 1 participant. May be dichotomous variable (Chapter 1

participant or not). May be one variable with several codes
(e.g., 0 not Chapter 1, 1 a Chapter 1 reading, 2 so Chapter 1
math, etc.) May be a seriee of dichotomous variables (e.g.,
participant in Chapter 1 reading program or not, participant
in Chapter 1 math program or not, etc.).

Special Education Program participant. May be dichotomous
variable or coded by type of handicap.

State Compensatory Education Program participant
Bilingual Education Program participant
Migrant Education Program participant

C. progTem_parOcipation for_1984-85
Chapter 1 participant 1984-85

D. Achievement and_poverty_status
Standardized test scores. Achievement test scores for apring

1985. SCEs preferred. If not NCEs, national percentile
ranks. Separate scores for reading, mathematics, and language
arta by subteat (e.g., vocabulary, reading comprehension,
etc.) or total battery (e.g,, total reading, total math, total
language arts).

Poverty statuo0 For 1984-85, participant in National Lunch
Program or recipient of AFDC. May be dichotomous or may be
more detailed (e.g., 0 non-participant, 1 free lunch, 2
reduced-price lunch).

For each school in the district:

Chapter 1 school 1985-86 May be dichotomous variable (e.g.,
Chapter 1 school 1984-85 Chapter 1/not Chapter 1) or listing of

school identification codes for those
schools with Chapter 1 programs.
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ATTACHMENT 1

(page 4)

--P erred Da t n and Tape Chnrnc

Moot Preferred LeaHL Preferred

DATA TYPE:

LRECL:

RECFM:

DENSITY:

LABELS:

Tapes must be 9-tracks

tDCDIC

Any

YB

6250 or 1600 RFT

IBM SI.

vB

ASCII

VBS

800 BPI

AL

24



DSO

ATTACHMENT 1
(page 5)

SCRIPTION

Hagncttc Tap a Only:

f tape is labeled: File Seq (label) Number
tape is NOT labeled: Lreci Blksizo

ge

-ive

on Name
eld Len th
and Type eription valid codes/ranges

C-24



Density:

Data type:

Labels:

Recfm:

tape is labeled:

ATTACUflEt
(page :

TAPE DESCRIPT N

bpi

EBCDIC ASCI_

IBM Std ANSI S d No

FB VB VBS

Vol Ser Name

C-25



APPENDIX D

Re lit/Ain Student Selection Procedur

D-1 250



A m jor goal of Chapter 1 in to meet the special eduentionnl needs

of educationally deprived children. The program regulations define

"educationally deprived children" as "children whose educational ain-

ment is below the level that is appropriate for children of thei sge"

(5200.3(b), 47 Federal Register 52344 (November 19, 1982)). With n the

legal framework, districts are permitted a great deal of latitude as to

how educational deprivation la measured and defined. Districts differ

in the type of student selection model they use and in the cutoff score

they use to separate those eligible for the program from the rent of the

school population.

Select on models may be div ded into five main categor

Test score alonenil students
cuto f point are served.

ted. Those scoring below n

Test score dominant--a test score is used to determine eligibil-
ity, and then a teacher rating (quantitative) or teacher judgment
(qualitative) is used for selection from the pool of eligible
students.

Composite score--test scores are combined with teacher _ratings or
other information according to a formula. Students with a com-
posite score below a cutoff point are served.

Teacher judgment dominantteachers determine which students
should be tested. Of the students tested, those scoring below a
cutoff point are served.

Mixed--usually all students scoring below one cutoff are
eligible. Students scoring between that cutoff and another
higher cutoff are eligible only if teachers recommend them.

A set of analyses was performed in which the student targeting

practices of a district were replicated as closely as possible, using

the data supplied by the district. In these analyses, students were

identified who were eligible to receive services based on the student

selection model, measures, and cutoff score used by the district to

determine which students were educationally deprived. Table D-1

presents the selection models used by each district. Note that all of

D-2
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Table D-I

Modein of Student Selection 1 by District

trict

Super Large
Cl

DI

D2
CI

Tent and
Test Teacher
Only Judjinent

Large Urban
Ll

L2
01 X
P2 X
R1 X
SI X
52 X
53

Large Suburban
C2
94

Medium Urban
81 X
Ml X

Medium Suburban
El

H1 X

Medium Rural
C4

C5 X
55 X

Small Suburban
M2 X
S6

11 Rural
12
}12

02 X

Very Small Suburban
Jl X
P1 X

Very Sniall Rural
J2
M3

Teacher
Judgment

Composite and
core Tent Score



the models include a tent scare. However, the exact te t scare used

varies from diatrict to di et. For instance, some districte uae a

total reading score ea the measure of educational need; others use only

the score on a reading comprehension oubtest, and do not consider the

vocabulary subtest; while still others use a total battery ocore that

includes reading, math, and language arts. Cutoff scores also vary from

district to district and sometimes within district by grade level or by

subject matter, as shown in Table D-2. The replicationa were able to

accommodate all such variationa in student aelection practices.

The replications for the 14 districta that use n test-score-

dominant model and for the seven districts that use a test score-

followed-by-teacher-judgment model involved similar procedures. In

almost all cases the test information in the data base was the same as

that actually used by the districts for their Chapter 1 selection. In

our replications, students whose scores fell below the district cutoff

score became the intended Chapter 1 target group and were coded as

"eli ible for Chapter 1."

Five districts in our sampit! select students based on a composite

score (L2, H2, El, C4, andAti). That is, all studenta below a certain

score are eligible for Chapter 1, while those above the score are not.

In general, composite scores are computed by coMbining test scores and

teacher ratings or some other measure of student performance. The

weight assigned to each factor varies from district to district;

however, most often an attempt is made to weight each factor equally.

Data bases from two of the five dib cts (L2 and 112) contained

sufficient information for us to follow their targeting procedures

precisely. That is, the data from one district included the composite

score, while the data from the other district contained the factors used

in computing the composite score. We computed the composite score for

the latter distript,using the same algorithm used by the district,

including the aesi*iment of weights and scaling of factors. For the



Table D-2

Teat Cutoff Scores by D n NCEs)

Cl 42
D1 49
D2 49
G1 39
LI 45
L2
P2 Grade 3 42

5 43
6 42
7 43
8 41

01 35
R2 36

Grades K-3 46
4-6 44

7 41
8 39

52 38
53 49
C2 44
S4 Grades 1-6 49

7+ 28
B1 42
Ml 44
El 34
H1 Grade 7 34

8 28
C4
C5
55

M2

56
B2
112

02
J1
PI
J2
H3

44
35
49
49
38
44

49

44
49
44

*NCE could not be computed.



plicat Hort:ed tudeoto into "Chnpter 1-ell ble" and "not

eligible groups based on whether their composite scores were above or

below the cutoff established by the district.

For the three districts (El, 132, and C4) that used composite scores

for selection but whose data basee lacked some information essential for

computing the scores, we used tent score alone. These districts use

test score data as one part of the composite. They assign different

weights to students whose tent scores are above or below a prescribed

point (e.g. , scores falling in the blot om three stanines are given two

points and those above that are given only one point). We used these

cutoff scores to assign students to the Chapter 1-eligible versus

not-eligible categories in our replications.

One district in our sample ( 6) uses teacher ratings to screen for

potential Chapter 1 students, and then tests only those with the lowest

ings. The data base for this district contains the teacher ratings

and the test scores of the lowestrated students, in addition to scores

on other testa that are administered districtwide. The selection

practices for this district were eesily replicated because all the

needed data were available and could be applied in the proper sequence.

Three districts S3, Pl) use two different student selection

models at different test score ranges. We were able to :match these

practices in our replications. For instance, in one district everyone

below the 25th percentile is served automatically, and those with

percentile scores between 25 aod 40 receive service only if they are

referred by a teacher. The targeting of Chapter 1 services to students

in theee separate score ranges was analyzed separately as well as

together.

Thus, the intended eligible pool for Chapter 1 was operationally

def ned according to the student targeting practices unique to each

particular site, and differed from district to district. Clearly,

D-6



although ft ls important to evaluate each district's targeting in light

of its own definitions of educational deprivation, it Is also desirable

to make cross-district comparisons, or at least to knoW how commensurate

districts' definitions of educational deprivation

definitions of educational deprivation vary widely

are they similar? Since all selection models use a test score, the test

score cutoff is helpful for this purpose. Table D-2 shows the cutoff

teat scores used by each district.

cro

That is, do

districts, or

Although they vary from dfetrlct to district, most cute.' a are

between 40 ant 50 NCEs. There is some clustering around the 35th NCE

(25th percentile), 45th NCE (40th percentile), and again at the 49th NCE

(49th percentile). Most of the districts that have higher cutoff scores

also include some other measure (such as teacher judgments) in their

selection process. That is, of the eight districts that have an eligi-

bility cutoff at the 49th NCE, six actually select students based on

teacher judgment or a composite score. In these districts the intent is

to serve the lowest achieving of those students--the decision is simply

not based on test score. Thus, in reality, despite the fact that dis-

tricts establish their own criteria and these criteria vary, students

defined as educationally deprived do not vary greatly across districts.

2
0-7
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District D1 in a large urban district with enrollment of almost

100,000 students in Kindergarten through grade 12 and a district poverty

level of 36%. It elects Lb fund schools at the elementary grades only

(kindergarten through grade 6). The Chapter 1 program exists in 90 of

95 elementary schools, with R3 schools qualified under the 25% rule and

the remaining seven under the formerly eligible option. District DI

could have a Chapter 1 program at grades K through 12, but elects not

to. One reason for its choice is that a state compensatory education

program opernten at grades 7 through 12. Ignoring this for the moment,

let us exsmine what would happen if District D1 were to torget all grade

levels for Chapter 1, including the middle and senior high schools.

Under current legislation, D1 can use at least three different

methods of deciding which schools qualify for Chapter 1 services. Using

the 25% rule, D1 can serve every school in the district with poverty

over 25%, qualifying a total of 105 schools (assuming the grandfather

clause is not invoked). It can qualify every school over the district-

wide average percent poor, or every school over 36% poor. Since elemen-

tary schools tend to be the poorest, this would result in service to

only eight middle schools and one high school. 131 can also use grade

band averages, qualifying elementary schools over 46% poor, middle

schools over 29%, and high schools over 15%. This strategy results in

service at the fewest elementary schools and the most high schools.

(These two different averaging methods are discussed in more detail in

Chapter 3.)

Table E-1 shows the number of schools at each level that could

legally qualify as Chapter 1 schools under each strategy. In our data

base for district DI, there are 7,474 students in grades 2 through 6

served by Chapter 1. This amounts to an average of 83 Chapter 1

students per school. If we hold the total number of Chapter 1 students

in the,district constant, then using the 25% rule, Chapter 1 would serve

On average number of 71 students per school. Using the districtwide

percent, qualifying schools woulCserve an average of 100 students per



school. Using grade band average would result in nervic to 105

students per school. The distribution of the number of tudents nerved

by Chapter 1 at each of thene nehool levels under each condi ion is

shown in Table E-2.

Table E-I

Number of Schools Qualifying for Chapter 1 Under
Three Different School Targeting Strategies

Elementary

Total in District 95 37 14 146

25% rule 83 18 4 105

Districtwide average % 66 8 1 75

Average % by grade band 51 14 6 71

Current Practice 90* 0 0 90

*Of the 90 schools, 83 qualify under the 257. rule and eleven additional
hools qualify under the form rly eligible option.

Table E-2

Number of Students Served at Each School Level Under
Three Different School Targeting Strategies

School Targeting
Strategy Elementary Middle

igh
School Total

Average
Per Schoo

25% rule 5,908 1,278 284 7,470 71

District avera e % 6,600 800 100 7,500 100

Average % at each
grade band

5,369 1,470 630 7,469 105

Current Practice 7,474 7,474 83
1.1.4114miagraairx

The most radical change in the distribution o- Chapter 1. student

par_ cipation is produced by averaging within grade band. Six of the

high schools qualify compared to one or four under other con igurations.

Under this. school .targeting strategy the total number of schools. that



qualify In the nmal and the average number of Chapter 1 a Ludentn

per school In the highent. Compared wIth current operatlorin, the

Chapter 1 program in thin simulation would (a) be apread acroan mor

grade levels (K-12 veraun K-6), (h) be concentrated in fewer chtm1,

and (c) serve more studentn within each school on the average.

The interaction of all of these changes in term) of the characte

itic of the students that would be selected for Chapter 1 la very co

plex. The range and average percentage of poor students in D ntrict DI

le very different at each eehoel level. Por example, 66 of the 90

elementary schools have poverty levels higher than the pooreat high

school. By using grade band averages end Renting six high schooln D1

would exclude 15 elementary schools with higher poverty levels than the

six high schools made eligible under this method. While more senior

high school students would rceive Chapter 1 serviees in this situation,

they would come from schools with much lower poverty levels and higher

achievement levels than the elementary schoola that would be excluded.

Thin discrepancy in the percentage of poverty among the achool levels Is

not unique to district DI, as we have shown.

As Table E-2 shows District Dl uses grade band averages, the

numberof Chapter 1 students in each school ig the highest compared with

the other strat!gies. Presumably this would mean that a higher cutoff

score for eligibility would be tired and that the average scorea of

Chapter 1 students would be higher. A computer simulation using DI s

data base was carried out to compare the difference in the average

achievement score of the lowest scoring 5,908 students in the poorest 83

elementary schools (simulating the 252 rule) to the scores of the lowest

scoring 5,369 students in the poorest 51 elementary schools (simulating

grade band average percent). As predicted, the students in the 51

school sample had a higher mean achievement score than those in the 83

school sample. Using grade band averages and keeping the total number

of students in the program constant resulted in serving a higher-

achieving group of elementary school students. In the first group the



mean wan 32.9 NMI, compared to 30.2 NCF.a the 51 school sample

aeoren of atudents ranged from 1 to 42 NMI -while In the R3 school

sample the highest score was 3

he average scores of the elected students in each of the 51

poorest achools were compared under '0 two targeting atrategien, every

school consiatently had a higher mean achievement level when grade band

average percent was used to select schools. Serving 31 fewer elementary

achools but more students per achool meant that the program would be

serving n higher achieving group. Thus even though the total number of

students at the elementary grades in smaller, the group of elementary

students that is served is not, on the average, educationally needier

(i.e., lower scoring).

The effect of distributing the Chapter 1 program more evenly across

the grade levels will affect the achievement level of Chapter 1 students

both at the elementary grades and at the high school grades. Average

achievement scores will increage If more studcota are served in fewer

schools. From the simulation it is evident tnat the direction of the

change is related to both school selection and student selection deci-

sions. Serving fewer elementary achools but a higher proportion of

students in those schools Will increase average achievement scores.

Similarly, serving a g- ater proportion of high sehool students in the

schools already participating in Chapter 1 will increase average

achievement. If more high schools are added to Chapter 1 and these

additions are offset by cutting back on the number of elementary schools

in the program, one might reach more lower achieving high school stu-

dents but include a higher achieving group of students at the elementary

level than was previously served. The preceding simulation shows that a

district's decision to target Chapter 1 aervices at only the lower

grades will not necessarily result in students being served who are less

in need than if the program were targeted across the entire grade

spectrum.
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Ta

for Ar lyolo of Recent Chnngen in Chapter 1 Targe

Num

Total T1 hl SuJect Pro,ram Allocations
1981 1986 1981 1986 1981 1986 1981 1986 1986*

K-12 1-12 35 R,M,LA R,M,LA 3,365,138 4,106,000 2,451,262 $487 $804
PK-6 PK-6 90 RJLLA R,LA 6,379,405 10,500,000 6,268,500 346 400
K-8 K-8 132 106 101 105 R,M R,1,A 5,537,852 7,404,006 4,420,192 793 599
K-12 K-12 249 35 40,293,165 24,055,020 481
PK-12 PK-I2 99 89 66 52 M,LA R,M 5,323,588 3,900,905 20',A,549 544 324
K-8 K-8 102 102 RALA R0M,LA 15,252,680 9,005,822 5,376,476 702 425
K-8 K-6 42 33 16 10 R,14 R,M 550,564 1,038,027 619,702 520 585
K-I2 K-I2 47 22 R,M,LA R,M,LA 4,384,930 6,013,271 3,589,923 843 718
K-8 K-6 56 34 21 21 R,M R,M 3,100,000 3,500,000 2,089,500 765 653
PK-5 K-5 33 19 15 15 R,M,LA R,M 1,295,749 1,954,542 1,166,862 598 648
K-5 K-6 43 35 13 15 R,M R,M A 1,197,460 1,842,237 1,099,815 502 418
1-12 1-8 87 78 60 52 R,M R,M, A 4,001,012 4,180,342 2,495,664 520 462
1-8 1-8 26 25 2 2 LA R,M, A 82,364 110,758 66,123 481 354
1-6 1-6 29 31 2

Ft 132,767 251,000 149,847 891 652
16 988,850 673,031 401,800

1-8 K-I2 8 11 7 11 R,M,LA 676,440 1,295,944 773,679 244 361
7-12 7-12 6 6 4 6 R,M, A RALA 180,000 107,460 269
K-6,4S K-6,118 17 17 9 8 R,LA Ft 305,418 443,550 264,799 475 530
1-8 1-8 12 12 11 544,727 335,000 199,995 689 267
2-9 2-9 6 6 4 4 R,M R M,LA 113,000 131,597 78,563 1,119 534
PK-8 PK-8 6 6 6 5 202,004 355,000 211,935 474
K4 1-8 3 3 2 2 R,M R M LA 156,120 138,317 82,575 507 241
2-4 2-3 3 3 3 3 R Ft 142 000 89,000 53,133 278
1-8 K-8 7 5 7 5 R 121,151 152,712 91,169 757 365
1-12 2-9 2 2 2 2 RALA R,M 405,717 207,102 123,640 799 338
K-8 K,4-8 5 5 5 4 R,M,LA R,M,LA 523,517 384,232 229,387 522 506

i

K-6 176 2 2 1 1 R,M R,M 66,253 41,629 24,853 656 234-
1-6 1-8 1 2 1 2 R R,M 9,824 41,454 24,748 378 619' -

K-8 K-8 1 1 4,529 16.,247 9,699 906 606
1-8 5 3 94,122 56,191 426

as values have been adjus_ed for inflatIon and are reported i erms of 1981 dollars.



Table F-2

National Salary Levels and Percentage Inc ease Since 19
for Teachers and Aides by Year

Year

9

Teachera Aides Teachers Aides Combined

1981 $17,768 $4.48

1982 19,275 4.88 8.5 8.9 8.7

1983 20,809 5.28 17.1 17.9 17.5

1984 22,039 5.48 24.0 22.1 23.7

1985 23,587 5.89 32.7 31.5 32.1

1986 25,276 6.20 42.3 40.3

Source: The annual editions of the "National Survey of Salnrtes and
Wages in Publtc Schools" conduc ed by Educational Research Services,
Inc.

aTeacher salaries are annual rates.

bAide salaries are hourly rates.


